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CURRENT TOPICS. 








Ir WAS ORIGINALLY INTENDED, as we announced at the 
‘time, that the Select Committee of the House of 
‘Commons on Land Titles and Transfer should not meet 
wntil after Whitsuntide; but so general a feeling was 
expressed in favour of meeting at once that this course 
was adopted. Two meetings of the Committee (of which 
Mr. Osborne Morgan, Q.0., M.P., is chairman) have 
already been held, and the evidence of Mr. Follett, Q.C., 
and Mr. Joshua Williams, Q.C., has been taken. The 
next meeting of the Committee will be held on Tuesday, 
the 18th inst., and it is hoped that the Committee will 
be able to meet regularly on subsequent Tuesdays and 
Fridays. 


Tue Aprrovat we venturod, at the time of the decision, 
to express of the much criticised caso of Parsons v. 
sping (25 W. R. 255, LL, R. 2 OC, P. D. 49) has at 
length been justified b the judgment of the House of 

im Garnett v. Bradley on Thursday last. It will 
‘be remembered that in the last mentioned case the plain. 





tiff in an action of slander had recovered one farthing 
damages, the judge before whom the case was tried re- 
fusing to make any order as to costs. The Exchequer 
Division afterwards held, on the authority of Parsons vy. 

Tinling (25 W. R. 255, L. R. 2 C. P. D. 119), that the: 
plaintiff's costs had been properly allowed by the master, 

This judgment was reversed by the majority of the Court 
of Appeal (25 W. R. 655, L. R. 2 Ex. D. 349). Lords 
Justices Bramwell and Brett considered that the 
21 Jac. c. 16, s. 6, entitling a plaintiff who recovers 
less than 40s. in an action of slander to no more 
costs than damages, was still in operation. On the 
other hand, the Lord Chief Baron thought that the 
words “follow the event” in ord. 55 meant that the 
plaintiff recévering any damages (whatever the amount) 
is to be entitled to his costs unless it be otherwise ordered 
by the judge. There was a long and learned argument 
before the House of Lords, counsel referring to the 
numerous statutes on the subject of costs, and also to 
the general rules as to the interpretation of statutes, and 
the result of the judgment is that the plaintiff has ob- 
tained his costs. It will, of course, be remembered that 
section 67 of the Judicature Act, 1873, expressly pre- 
serves the provisions of the 30 & 31 Vict. c. 142, 
ss. 5, 7, 8, 10, in cases where the relief sought can be 
given in a county court; but in Garnett v. Bradley, 
being a case of slander, no such relief could be given, and 
therefore the general rule now established is this, that 
every plaintiff who recovers a verdict will, unless he could 
have obtained relief in a county court, be entitled to his 
costs, irrespective of the amount of damages awarded. 





WE sHovLp deeply regret to compare so great a thing 
as the decisions on questions of construction of wills of 
a judge of the Chancery Division to so small a thing as 
the movements of a strong but wilful animal in a china 
shop. But if the one thing were not so lofty and the 
other so low a certain resemblance might be discerned in 
the results. The operator in each case leaves behind 
him a scene of considerable confusion, and in each case 
seems almost equally devoid of respect for the antiquity 
and unconscious as well of the value of the things 
destroyed as of the inconvenience caused by their 
loss. However ancient or well-established may be a 
rule applied to the construction of wills, yet if it fails 
to commend itself to the judgment of Vice-Chancellor 
Malins, down it goes, and practitioners who for many years 
have advised upon the strength of the existence of such 
arule begin to feel that for the future their opinions on 
questions of construction must be headed “‘ Malins, V.C. 
willing.” If our readers think this language too strong, we 
ask them to consider the judgment of the Vice-Chancellor 
in the case of Smyth v. Smyth this week. If there is 
one rule of construction which has been considered 
clearly settled, itis the rule that the word “ effects,” by 
itself and unexplained by any context, will not compre- 
hend real estate. The rule is so laid down by Mr. Jar- 
man (vol. 1, p. 689) by Mr. Vaughan Hawkins (p. 55), and 
by Mr. Theobald in his recent book (p. 68). It has also 
been laid down by the most eminent judges—by Lord 
Ellenborough and Bayley, J., in Doe v. Dring (2 M. & S. 
448), and by Parke, B., in Doe v. Haries (15 M. & W. at 
p. 456); where that most learned judge said that “the 
words in a will are primd facie to be understood in the 
ordinary sense, and there is no doubt that the mean- 
ing of the word “ effects” is, in common parlance, con- 
fined to personal things; and it has been judically 
decided to bear that meaning, unless the context shows 
that the testator used it in a more comprehen- 
sive sense.” Two years however, in a case 


of Glover v. Chancellor, taken pro con/fesso against the 


defendant, who declined to answer the bill, Viee-Chan- 
cellor Malins is stated (Weekly Notes, 1876, p. 152), to 
have intimated that “he dissented from the view ex- 
pressed in Doe v. Dring, and considered that the word 
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‘ effects’ would pass real estate;’’ and in the case of 
Smyth v. Smyth, on Monday last, he based his decision 
to a considerable extent on the same doctrine, and, we are 
informed, distinctly laid it down that the word “ effects,” 
by itself and unexplained, will carry real estate. There 
were other words in the will which may enable the decision 
to be distinguished from a case where “ effects” stands 
alone, but the dictum of the Vice-Chancellor will remain 
as a source of confusion and doubt to the practitioner. 
It is one thing to express an opinion (as Lord Langdale 
did in the case of Titchfield v. Horncastle, 2 Jur. 610), 
that the rule as to “‘ effects” ought originally to have 
been laid down the other way ; it is quite another thing 
to say that the rule, having been laid down and acted 
on for a great many years, shall not be followed by a 
judge of first instance. 





A STRIKING ILLUsTRATION of the extreme inconvenience 

of having a court composed of an even number of judges 
occurred in the case of The Queen v. Walsall, decided 
on the 18th of May, when the judges were equally 
divided, Cockburn, C.J., and Brett, L.J., being on ore side 
and Bramwell and Cotton, L.JJ., on the other. The 
question, as we have before pointed out, was whether, 
when there has been a case stated from quarter sessions 
for the opinion of the Queen’s Bench Division, there is 
any appeal from the decision to the Court of Appeal. 
This is, we dare say, a very nice and doubtful point, 
but it is a very unfortunate thing that when raised 
it should really not be decided. Of course in the 
particular case the question is decided by the decision 
below standing. But we cannot suppose that this would 
be held a binding decision if the point again arises. The 
case shows on what a mere accident the most important 
points may turn. As ageneral rule, the Court of Appeal 
consists only of three members, and at Westminster 
generally of Lords Justices Bramwell, Brett, and Cotton. 
If the court had been so constituted on the occasion when 
The Queen v. Walsall was decided, the case would have 
been decided, perhaps wrongly, it may be said by those 
who hold with the Chief Justices’ view, but still decided 
somehow—a conclusion which we think on a question of 
procedure is preferable to the present result. With re- 
gard to the merits we have already briefly discussed the 
matter, 2nd till the case is reported we do not propose to 
add anything to our observations as to what the law is ; 
but we should like to add that if there is no appeal the 
sooner one is created the better. The absence of an 
appeal with regard to matters connected with rating law 
is most indefensible. Very much larger sums of money 
may be at stake than are involved in the majority of 
actions, and quite as difficult and doubtful questions may 
arise. Again, with regard to convictions and orders of 
magistrates there ought to be an appeal. The matter in 
each case may be trivial, but taking into consideration 
the number of cases it governs all over the country, a 
question whether a man shall ‘be fined 40s. for selling 
adulterated gin may really involve as much as a very 
important action. 





Is THe queen's wENcH Division on Tuesday last, as 
counsel was about to show cause against a rule which 
had been obtained for a certiorari, the court were in- 
formed by the master that no office copies of the affi- 
davite had been taken out by the person for whom 
counsel appeared. The Lord Chief Justice thereupon in- 
timated that he was not entitled to be heard. The 
solicitor in the case was, however, in court, and by the 
indulgence of the court, and at the urgent request of 
counsel, he was allowed to pay the necessary fees, and 
the case was proceeded with. The Lord Chief Justice, 
however, remarked that this was the last time that such 
a proceeding would be allowed, ‘The habit of omitting to 





were it not for the vigilance of the masters, the revenue 
would be defrauded to a considerable extent by this omig. 
sion. The Lord Chief Justice added that he wished it to 
be clearly understood by the profession that unless 
copies were duly taken out and the fees paid at the 
Crown Office, parties could not be heard; and that in 
future money payments in court at the last minute. 
would not be accepted. 





THE ApporntTMENT for the first time of a judge of the 
Chancery Division to go circuit deserves notice, both aa 
a further step in the direction of fusion and as an indi- 
cation, if one were needed, of the complete disappear. 
ance for the time being of the Chancery block. From 
both points of view the event will be regarded with 
satisfaction, and it is needless to say that Mr. Justice. 
Fry’s daily experience in the hearing of witness causes 
pre-eminently fits him for the task he has undertaken, 
As he is still without a chamber staff, his absence from 
town will cause no inconvenience in the offices of the 
court, and the individuals whose interests will be most 
directly affected by it will apparently be the usher of the 
court and the reporters, who will not be disposed to 
complain of an unexpected holiday with the prospect of 
lengthened life through escaping attendance in the den 
where the learned judge holds his sittings, and’ the bar 
attached to the court, whose feelings may be of a more 
mixed nature. 





A conference of shipowners, underwriters, and represen-- 
tatives of insurance companies was recently held at Cannon-- 
street Hotel. For a very long time a controversy has been 
proceeding on the question whether, on a ship arriving at 
her port of destination after having incurred average ex- 
penses on her voyage, the owner is entitled to demand from 
the consignees before delivering to them the cargo anything 
more than their signature to a bond, binding them to pay 
their average proportion of the general average charges > 
or whether, on the other hand, the shipowner shonld not be 
entitled to demand a deposit on account of average charges, 
The New York and Antwerp rules have been advocated 
by one party to the dispute, and the purpose of the 
conference was to decide whether or not those rules should 
be adopted. Sir Travers Twiss presided, and there were 
present a large number of gentlemen from London, Liver-- 
pool, Hull, Cardiff, and other shipping centres, but neither 
Lloyd’s nor the marine insurance companies of London were 
represented. Mr. Richard Lowndes, average adjuster, Liver- 
pool, moved, “That, in the opinion of this meeting, it is 
desirable that the York and Antwerp rules of general 
average be carried into operation.” Mr. Dale, of Liverpool, 
in seconding this resolution, said the feeling in Liverpool 
was unanimous that advantages would accrue from the 
adoption of these rules, and expressed the opinion that 
underwriters would soon accommodate themselves to this 
system. Mr. Watson, on behalf of the Cardiff Chamber of 
Commerce, concurred in the object of the conference. The 
resolution was carried unanimously, and Mr. Atkinson, 
chairman of the General Shipowners’ Society, moved the 
following resolution, which he said had been approved by 
the society of which he was chairman :—‘‘ That, in the 
opinion of this meeting, the most effectual mode of proce- 
dure will be by a general agreement on the part of ship- 
owners, merchants, and underwriters to insert in bills of 
lading and charter parties the words, ‘ General average, if 
any, payable according to the York and Antwerp rules;’ 
and in policies of insurance to add to the foreign gem>ral 
average clanse the words, ‘Or York and Antwerp rales;’ 
0 that the clause will ran thus, ‘General average payable 
as per foreign adjustment or custom or York and Antwerp 
reles, if 0 made up.’’’ Mr. Atkinson said these rules were 
onanimously approved by the Chambers of Shipping, and 
added thathe had little hope of anything being effected in the 
way of Parliamentary action on the sgbjeot. Mr. Allen 
seconded this resolution, which was carried unanimously, 
as was also o third, moved by Mr. Wendt, fixing March 1, 





take out office copies, he said, was a growing one, and, 





179, a8 the date for commencing the proposed change. 
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PRESENT AND PROSPECTIVE DAMAGE. 


In the case of Lamb v. Walker, recently decided in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, a very important point was 
yaised, on which, unfortunately, there was a division of 
opinion, Mellor and Manisty, JJ., being of one opinion 
and the Lord Chief Justice of the other. The case may 
be cited as an illustration of the curious way in which 
logic and convenience may occasionally seem to clash. 
The point was this:—The plaintiff brought an action in 
respect of injury occasioned to his buildings by removal 
of support through mining operations carried on by the 
defendant in his own land. The damages were referred 
to an engineer, who found that there was a certain 
amount of damage already actually occasioned and a 
certain further amount of damage that would occur in 
future. The question for the court was whether the 
plaintiff was entitled to recover the prospective damage 
in the action. The majority held that he was, the Lord 
Chief Justice being of the contrary opinion. We think 
the opinion of the majority the better law, but we are 
puzzled to say whether the opinion of the Lord Chief 
Justice is not the better logic. 

There is no doubt that, when a wrongful act is done, 
there is by law a complete cause of action, and the 
plaintiff who brings his action must recover once for all 
in respect of the one cause of action. The plaintiff has 
been wronged, and the measure of his damage is the 
damage that has been or will be occasioned to him. But 
the difficulty in the case now under discussion arises from 
the fact that it has been held by the highest tribunal, in 
Bonomi v. Backhouse (9 H. 1. 503), that in such a case 
the excavation by the defendant on his own ground is 
not per se unlawful; it is not injuria. Every one has a 
right to do what he likes on his own ground provided he 
does not injure his neighbour. But if and when the 
damage is done to his neighbour, then a cause of action 
arises. The damnum is the injuria, if one may so say. 
Mellor and Manisty, JJ., held that, as soon as there was 
any damage and a cause of action arose, that carried 
with it all the damage, both actual and prospective, 
which must be recovered in one action. Cockburn, O.J., 
reasoned that, as the damage constituted the cause of 
action, the cause of action must be restricted to the 
existing actual damage; that it was illogical to 
say that the damage constituted the cause of action 
and at the same time to extend the right to 
recover beyond the actual damage. ‘The Lord Chief 
Justice very forcibly supported this argument by 
reference to the inconvenience of having conflicting 
testimony by experts as to the probability or otherwise 
of future damage. Against this argument one may re- 
ply the principle “‘ Interest reipublicee ut sit finis litium.” 
It would be extremely objectionable that fresh actions 
should be brought from time to time, and very difficult 
tosay how much of the damage complained of might 
have been included in the award of damages in a former 
action, In every subsequent action it would be a ques- 
tion what damage actually existed at the time of the 
former action—a most troublesome question. Again, the 
practice of assessing prospective damage in cases where the 
act complained of is per se wrongful would rather indicate 
that the argument from inconvenience of the Lord Chief 
Justice cannot hold water. At least, if it does, the practice 
in those cases ought to be altered. We cannot think that 
this is advisable. In railway accident cases, for instance, 
Occasionally fictitious or exaggerated claims for pro- 
§pective physical mischief might be prevented if the 
party were restricted to damage already accrued; but, 
on the whole, much more mischief than advantage would 
Tesult. Parties would be kept in an unsettled state ; and 
Where is the bringing of actions to end? The same 
Consideration would apply to most cases, Again, diffi- 
culties would arise with regard to the Statute of Limita- 
tions, If more than one action could be brought on one 
eause of action in respect of fresh damages, it would be 
manifestly illogical to confine the right of action to a 





certain period from the wrongful act. In the present 
case it seems to us that the judgment of the Lord Chief 
Justice gives rise to a great difficulty in this respect. I6 
has always been supposed that the Statute of Limitations 
in such a case ran from the time when the damage first 
arose, but it most plainly follows, logically, ifthe Lord 
Chief Justice is right, that the period ought to run in 
respect of each successive portion of damage from the 
time when it arose. There would thus be much uncer- 
tainty and confusion. 


It might be doubted at first sight whether, in truth, 
there is not a logical difficulty inherent in the doctrine 
of Bonomi v. Backhouse, convenient as that doctrine 
may be. That doctrine is, as we have already briefly 
indicated, to this effect: there is no abstract right in 
one owner to have his buildings or land supported by 
the lateral support of his neighbour’s land, in the 
sense that removing the lateral earth is an infringement 
of any right; but an owner has a right not to have his 
surface let down for want of the lateral support thus 
removed. Thus he has no right of action; his negative 
right has not been infringed until his surface is let 
down. When his surface is let down or injured, then 
he has a right of action. The wrongfulness of the 
original act only arises at the time when a certain 
consequence follows. It certainly seems, at first sight, 
illogical, as the Lord Chief Justice said, that that right 
of action should go any further than the extent to which 
his surface has been actually injured. We are not sure, 
however, that the difficulty really arises in the doctrine of 
Bonomi v. Backhouse. We are not sure that the same 
logical difficulty does not exist in respect of other cases 
where the act done is originally wrongful. It was often 
said, before forms of action were abolished, that where the 
injury was not immediate, but consequential, the action 
brought in respect thereof must be in case and not 
trespass. The damage in such case seems to have been 
the gist of the action, and yet it was never suggested 
that this made any difference as to the recovery of pro- 
spective damage. Again, take a case very like that of 
Lamb v. Walker. Suppose that one riparian owner 
alters the conformation of his bank so as to render it 
practically impossible to restore the old state of things— 
blasts a rock, for instance. We take it that that alone 
would not be actionable without damage. If no altera- 
tion was produced in the flow of the stream injurious to 
another riparian owner, the first would only have done 
what he was entitled to do with his own. But, suppose 
that the flow of the stream was so altered that in times 
of heavy flood the effect of the stream was more in- 
jurious to another riparian proprietor, does a fresh 
cause of action arise for each successive portion of 
damage? Could the proprietor who was injured 
only maintain his action in respect of so much 
damage as had already actually taken place? 
We should think not. We should think that, in the 
nature of things, the jury must estimate the damage, 
once for all, by reference to the mischief present and 
prospective. And yet it seems to us that this would be 
illogical. Wherever damage is the gist of the action, in 
the sense that until damage has arisen there is no 
cause of action, it is, perhaps, illogical that the action 
should lie to recover prospective damage ; but we do not 
see that it is much more so than in any other case, 
The question is really, as it seems to us, one of con- 
venience and expediency. Is it desirable to consider 
that a man is already damaged to the extent to which 
he probably will be damaged in future? It is always 
illogical to do so to some extent, because you are thereby 
asserting that that exists which in the same proposi- 
tion you assert will at some future time exist. You saya 
man is damaged now because he will be damaged in 
future. But there does not seem to us to be much 
difference in doing this when the damage is the gist 
of the action and when it is not. You do so for the 
sake of convenience. The whole matter really tums on 
whether you give the greater weight to the injustice 
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‘that may arise from a prospective estimate of damage that 
-may not be verified by the event and the difficulty of 
-estimating such damage, or to the considerations that 
are summed up in the maxim “ Interest reipublicee ut 
sit finis litium.” 





Rebhtiews. 


LUNACY. 
Tae Law anp Practice or Lunacy. By H. M. R. Porz, 
Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet. 

This is a work of careful and elaborate construction, 
and constitutes an excellent text-book on the whole sub- 
ject of lunacy. Such blemishes as are to be found in the 
work are not, we believe, in character or number such as 
substantially to impair its value. Generally speaking, 
the author’s statements of law appear to be scrupulously 
correct; they are couched in a form sufficiently intel- 
ligible, and they are often digested from the authorities 
with great ability. We trust that the author may soon 
have an opportunity in another edition of amending pas- 
sages which to his later judgment may appear either 
loose or obscure. We will call his attention to two or 
three which seem to us to be open to objection. Ina 
chapter upon presumptions relating to sanity and 
insanity this passage occurs:—‘ Insanity once proved 
or admitted to have existed is presumed to continue until 
it is proved to have ceased; and accordingly the burden 
of proof attaches to the party who aileges a lucid interval 
or recovery. Moreover, proof less strong than would 
suffice to establish insanity at the critical period 
will shift the onus probandi—e.g., that furnished 
by the finding on an _ inquisition on the deci- 
sion of another court or the direction of an issue.” 
We cannot understand Mr. Pope to say that there can 
be such a presumption as will shift the onus probandi, but 
yet will not, failing counter-evidence, determine the 
decision. Elsewhere, in the portion of the book devoted 
to evidence, we have noted passages which seem to lay 
down the law too broadly. “General reputation is 
inadmissible in evidence, either to prove the fact of 
insanity or to fix another with notice of it.’ For this 
there is no doubt an authority—(reenslade v. Dare— 
where Lord Romilly is reported (1 Jur. N. S. 297) to 
have said: ‘‘Evidence of general reputation is not 
admissible to prove a fact unless it be such a matter as 
the boundary of a manor or thelike. To admit evidence 
of general reputation to fix a defendant with knowledge 
of a single fact, while that evidence would not be ad- 
missible to prove the fact itself, appears to me to bea 
violation of the first principles which regulate the 
reception of evidence and the administration of justice.” 
Nevertheless, we venture to think that on principle 
general reputation would be evidence (of what weight is 
a different matter) upon the question of notice to a 
particular person. In an American case, cited in Green- 
leaf on Evidence (vol. 1, s. 101), it was held that, upon 
the issue whether the defendant had reasonable cause to 
believe certain persons to be insolvent, it was clearly 
competent to show, that they were reported to be 
insolvent. In a later case of a similar kind, before the 
same American court (4 Gray 113), observations are 
made by the court which, to our mind, are more reason- 
able than Lord Romilly’s a fortiori argument: “ Men’s 
belief as to matters of which they have not personal 
knowledge is reasonably supposed to be affected 
by the opinions of others who are about them. 

Such testimony may be of very little weight; 
but it is to be weighed by the jury.” There is also 
English authority tending the same way. In Sheen v. 
Bumpetead (10 Jur. N. 8. 242), a decision of the Exche- 
quer Chamber, the isene was whether the defendant 
fraudulently represented A. to be trustworthy. The 
defendant called tradesmen of the town and asked them 
what was A.’s reputation at the date for trustworthiness, 
The question was admitted, and, on a rule for a new trial 





— 
— 


for improper reception of evidence, the evidence was 
held to be admissible. Lord Chief Justice Cockburn 
said: ‘‘ There may be cases where a clear knowledge or 
belief of a matter cannot be brought home to an indiyj- 
dual, but a state of facts may be established from which 
such knowledge or belief would be the natural inference, 
The plaintiff might call all the inhabitants to say that 
not only was the person of whom the representation wag 
made insolvent, but his insolvency was known to them 
all. Ifso, must not a fellow-townsman have shared in 
that common belief?’ Mr. Pitt Taylor quotes this case 
as an illustration of a class of cases in which “ the know. 
ledge, or good faith, or intent of the party was a 
material fact, on which the evidence, apparently col. 
lateral, and foreign to the main subject, had a direct 
bearing.” 

Here is another somewhat sweeping statement:— 
“Where a man has been dealt with as insane, those who 
so dealt with him are bound to explain their action 
before they can establish sanity, or a lucid interval, 
where it is to their interest to do so.” Mr. Pope him. 
self, in a footnote, indicates that it is merely meant that 
the parties’ previous conduct can be used in evidence, 

The: following proposition, again, is perhaps more 
positive than is warranted by the authorities :—‘‘ Where 
specific personalty has been disposed of by some person 
who has assumed to deal with the property of the 
lunatic without being legally qualified to do so, and the 
dealing is ‘not in the ordinary course of business, the 
specific legacy is not adeemed.” The only real authority 
for this is Jenkins v. Jones (14 W. R. 665); and it can 
hardly, we take it, be regarded as settled law. 

In spite of some roughnesses, Mr. Pope’s English is, on 
the whole, scholarly and workmanlike. In general rea. 
soning, where the matter calls for it, he is very careful 
to omit no material consideration, and his views usually 
commend themselves as sensible. Here also, however, 
he sometimes puts his propositions too broadly. Thus 
he says :—“ The object of punishment being ut poena 
ad unum, metus quum ad eum tum ad omnes perveniat, 
this object fails in the case of the insane; for . .. 
the punishment is only operative as an example where 
the cases are parallel, which they are not where the 
insane suffers for the warning of the sane.” We have 
observed a few slips of language and omissions which 
may be worth notice. With reference to retrospective 
orders for maintenance, there is a recent case in 25 W.R. 
42 which is not referred to. In Jacobs v. Richards (p. 236) 
it was, of course, the plaintiff, and not the defendants, 
who was put to the choice of an issue or ejectment. PL 
e., on p. 399, should read: “ Nor finally is an inquisition 
conclusive evidence of insanity at the time of taking 
the inquisition.” Re Trevelyan and Re Wheeler, both 
cited on p. 339, are two names for the same case. 

The book, as a whole, is singularly complete in scope, 
dealing with the civil and criminal law in its relation to 
lunacy, and with the jurisdiction and procedure in lunacy 
and chancery; and containing the Lunacy Regulation 
Acts and the general orders, a collection of forms, and @ 
full synopsis or index of references for the present law 
as to institutions for the insane. The general index 


seems to be a good one, and the references to cases are . 


made to all the contemporaneous reports, The author 

has spared himself in none of the tedious details which 

go to make a book handy and serviceable, and has thereby 
enabled his readers to obtain the full benefit of his sub- 
stantial labours. 

PATENT LAW. 

Apstracr or Reporrep Cases reLaTING To Lxrrers 
Parent vor Inventions. By T. M, Goopeve, Barris- 
ter-at-Law, Lecturer on Applied Mechanics at the 
Royal School of Mines. H. Sweet. 

First Arrenpix ro Anstrract or Parent Casus. By 
T. M. Goopeve, Barrister-at-Law, containing 40 
abstract of patent cases from July, 1876, to December, 








1877. H. Sweet. 
The first of these works has been before the public for 
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oun: 
nearly two years, and has earned a considerable reputa- 
‘tion. Its design is to furnish the substance of all the 
important patent cases ; and the plan pursued is, first of 
all, to state shortly the pleadings; then to explain the 
nature of the invention; and to give the subsequent 

proceedings, followed by a condensed epitome of 
the judgment, always in the language of the judge. 
There is no need to point out the value to the practi- 
tioner of a work which lays before him in a few pages 
the substance of a lengthy and complicated report— 
which condenses, for instance, the long litigation which 
established the validity of the Betts capsule, and is the 
subject of four reports, into less than seven pages. The 
eare and accuracy with which Mr. Goodeve has carried 
out his design leave little room for criticism; but we 
cannot help thinking that, in spite of the useful and 
well arranged table of contents, a full index would be an 
improvement, and we observe with pleasure that in the 
appendix this want has been to some extent supplied. 
The appendix contains an abstract of eighteen recent 
patent cases, all but two of which were in or from the 
Chancery Division. 


SEE 
General Correspondence. 


THE BILLS OF SALE AMENDMENT BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jouwrnal.] 


Sir,—My friend, Mr. Bateson Wood, with his usual 
acuteness and industry, has in the letter you printed in 
your last number put together a number of arguments 
and observations in favour of the 6th clause of this Bill, 
rendering it necessary in future to register as a bill of 
sale every mortgage which is intended to include remov- 
able fixtures. 

If you will allow me, I will endeavour shortly to reply 
to such of his observations as I think were not sufficiently 
dealt with in my former letter. 

1. He says that throughout my letter I treat “ landlord’s 
fixtures and fixed machinery as if they meant the same 
thing,” and this appears to him to involve “a serious 
fallacy.”’ Again, he says that ‘‘ the view which I uphold 
involves the ahomaly that machinery which is sufficiently 
massive to remain steady in working by its own weight, 
and therefore not to require to be fixed, cannot be mort- 
gaged without registration, while the lighter machinery 
can be.” Taking the last observation first, my reply is, 
that this is not my “view,” but, unless I am greatly 
mistaken, clear law, that a thing which is not fixed— 
4g.) “ machinery sufficiently massive to remain steady in 
working by its own weight” is not a fixture, and there 
is no anomaly in not treating it as a fixture. The test 
is not whether the chattel is heavy or light, but whether 
itis or is not fixed If it be not fixed, there can be no 
question of injury to the freehold by its removal, which 
was the original reason for treating chattels fixed to the 
freehold as thereby becoming part of such freehold. I 
also reply that when personal chattels have become fix- 
tures, and so long as they remain fixtures, the law treats 
them, whether they are landlord’s fixtures or removable 

, as having the same quality—namely, that of 
being accessories to the land and buildings to which 
they are annexed, and passing by the transfer of that to 
which they are accessory. 

2. The proposal of the promoters of this Bill is to alter 
the principle (which is well understood, and has been the 
law of England for centuries), and in all cases of sale or 
Mortgage to treat all removable fixtures as having the 
character of unfixed chattels, although they are actually 
fixed. The question is whether the alteration of the 
pes rule will really benefit the commercial community or 

Now, Mr. Bateson Wood admits the justice of your 
“titicism that, if the law is altered, a manufacturer 
Wishing to borrow money will be in the dilemma of being 





obliged to injure his credit by allowing the mortgage to 
be registered, or be content with a smaller advance than 
he can now obtain. But he says that this is the dilemma 
in which he was intended to be placed by the policy of 
the Bills of Sale Act and by the doctrine of reputed 
ownership. If that were the policy of the Bills of Sale 
Act (passed in 1854), it does seem curious that it was 
not discovered until the decision in Begbie v. Fenwick in 
1871, and has been disregarded since Hx parte Barciay, 
In re Joyce, in 1874. As to the doctrine of reputed 
ownership, the well-known case of Horn v. Baker (9 
East, 215) established seventy years ago the principle 
that machinery so annexed as to become a fixture was 
not within the order and disposition clauses of the Bank- 
ruptecy Act. 

Having satisfied himself that your dilemma is one in 
which the impecunious manufacturer ought to be placed, 
Mr. Bateson Wood thinks it will do him good, for he 
says :—“If the new Bill lessens the sums lent on mort- 
gage to manufacturers, it will put the business and credit 
of manufacturers on a much surer basis.” It would put 
business on a much surer basis if it were all cash, and no 
credit ; but as practical men we have to deal with busi- 
ness as it is, and the experience of the profession here is 
that it is largely carried on by means of loans by private 
mortgagees and bankers. As this is the case, it is not 
at all unlikely that this measure will have an exactly 
contrary operation to that which is intended. Under the 
present state of the law, when a manufacturer becomes 
bankrupt, his general creditors may find that the mort- 
gagee or banker has a security over the freehold or lease- 
hold property and the fixtures, but all unfixed machinery 
and loose tools are unafiected by the security, because 
now it is never registered. If, in their eagerness to ob- 
tain the fixtures in addition, the general creditors make 
it necessary to register the mortgage, the mortgagee 
(who is always in a position to dictate his own terms to 
a needy borrower) will say :—‘ Now, as this security 
must be registered to make me safe as regards the fixed 
machinery, it will not injure your credit any more to in- 
clude the unfixed machinery and stock, and [ won’t lend 
you what you want unless they are included,” and so the 
general creditors will find themselves in the position of 
the dog in the fable, who, grasping at the shadow of the 
meat in his mouth, lost what he might have kept. 

3. With regard to the argument from experience de- 
rived from the current of decisions, I find I did not put 
that point strongly enough. Instead of claiming the 
current of authorities from Colgrave v. Dios Santos in 
1831, I might have gone back to Horn v. Baker in 1808, 
from which date to Begbie v. Fenwick in 1871 the prin- 
ciple of decision appears to have been steady and uniform. 
The three cases Mr. Bateson Wood n.entions as excep- 
tions are really not such. Trappes v. Harter and 
Waterfall v. Penistone both turned on the form of the 
mortgage, and in both cases it was considered that the 
fixtures were dealt with separately from the property— 
in other words, that there was a legal severance. 
Heliaweil v. Eastwood was a question of whether certain 
machines were or were not fixtures so as to be liable to 
a distress for rent, and not a question between mort- 
gagee and creditors. As to the “ unfortunate decision,” 
as Mr. Bateson Wood calls it, in Ex parte Barclay, In 
re Joyce, I only approve of it as overruling, or evading, 
the more unfortunate decisions in Begbie v. Fenwick, 
Hawitrey v. Butlin, and Ex pafte Daglish, In re Wilde. 
As I said in my last letter, I should prefer restoring the 
low as it was understood to be before Begbie v. Fenwick by 
omitting the word “* fixtures’ from the Bills of Sale Bill 
altogether, or “ defining it to mean fixtures dealt with 
separately and apart from the buildings to which they 
were fixed,” as in Waterfall v. Penistone, 

4, I wish I could share Mr. Bateson Wood's confidence 
that this 6th clause will “ only impose registration when 
the working or tenant’s machinery is attentpted to be 
included.” I venture to predict that what it will do will 
be to make “ confasion worse confounded.” 
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It will add to that which has hitherto been the great 
practical difficulty (a difficulty which cannot be solved 
by any legislation)—viz., that of determining what kind 
of annexation is sufficient to give a chattel the character 
of a fixture, the additional difficulty of deciding what 
fixtures belong to the owner in his character of landlord, 
and what he would have been entitled to if he had been 
tenant to somebody else. Lenders of money for invest- 
ment will not run risks, and will not take upon them- 
selves to decide what are landlord’s or what are tenant's 
fixtures. In every case where there is any doubt, they 
will either require registration or reduce the amount 
advanced so as to secure themselves against the claims 
of trustees in bankruptcy and execution creditors, whose 
interest it is to take a very liberal view of what are 
tenant's fixtures. 

5. After all, the question ought to be decided by the 
practical considerations of whether to any serious extent 
people ever get credit on the faith of the possession of 
their fixed machinery only, or if some mischief of that 
kind does occasionally happen, is not the proposed remedy 
much more to be dreaded? For the sake of securing a 
problematical advantage to the creditors in the compara- 
tively small number of cases where the manufacturer be- 
comes insolvent, it is proposed to deteriorate the value as 
a security for money of all manufacturing property 
throughout the country, or to oblige the owners to 
undergo a public exposure of their affairs which is not 
required from other owners of real property. 

Birmingham, June 4, G. J. Jonnson. 





CONTINGENT REMAINDERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It has been suggested that a reasonably liberal 
eonstruction of the Act to amend the law as to contingent 
remainders (stat. 40 & 41 Vict. c. 33) might avoid the 
hardship of such a case as that of Brackenbury v. 
Gibbons (L. R. 2 Ch. D. 417), and enable the court to 
determine that, under a gift of land by will to A. for 
life, with remainder to the children of B. who shall 
attain twenty-one, as tenants in common in fee, not only 
those children of B. who have attained that age in A.’s 
lifetime, but also those who may attain that age after 
A.’s decease, are now entitled to share. The Act says 
that every contingent remainder which would have been 
valid as a shifting use or executory devise, had it not 
had a sufficient estate to support it as a contingent re- 
mainder, shall, in the event of the particular estate de- 
termining before the contingent remainder vests, be 
capable of taking effect in all respects as if the contingent 
remainder had originally been created as a shifting use 
or executory devise. It may be said that, had there 
been no life estate, the gift to the children of B. would 
have been valid as an executory devise, and shall, there- 
fore, take effect in all respects as if it had been originally 
created as an executory devise. But what is meant by 
the gift to the children of B.? Does it mean a gift to 
them as a class or as individuals? If it be answered “as 
& class,” the interpretation suggested will not always 
answer the end proposed ; for if the gift to the children 
of B. had originally been created as an executory devise, 
without a i estate to support it, every child of 
B. born after the eldest attained twenty-one would have 
been excluded. Put, then,thiscase. The testator dies in 
1873. B.'s eldest child attains twenty-one in 1879. He 
has another child born in 1880. A., the tenant for life, 
dics in 1881. Without the Act, the younger child, not 
having attained twenty-one in the lifetime of the tenant 
for life, is excluded. But how does the Act help him 
even by the above liberal construction? He was born 
after the eldest attained twenty-one, and so would have 
been excluded under an executory devise. He is, there- 
fore, equally excluded by the construction. 

Bat it may be said that the gift must be construed as 
@ gift to the children as individuals, But to do this 





————=>.=> 
would be going a little too far, and might include indi- 
viduals not included even under bequests of personalty, 
Thus, suppose B. to have a child born after the death of 
A., this child, on attaining twenty-one, would be excluded 
from a bequest of personalty made to B.’s children as a 
class in similar terms. But an executory devise to 
him as an individual would be good. On this construc. 
tion, therefore, a fresh inequality would be introduced, 
The Act would give to this child a share in the realty; 
whilst, under the very same terms, he would be ex. 
cluded from any share of the personal estate. 

Moreover, if such a construction is applied to one case, 
it must be applied to every other where a member of 
a class is excluded as not coming in esse before the 
death of the tenant for life. Take the case, put by Mr, 
Sweet, of a gift to A. for life, and after his death to the 
children of B. B. has two children born in A.’s lifetime, 
and one, Thomas, born afterwards. Mr, Sweet seems to 
suppose that the Act would apply to such a case as this, 
He says that this is “a limitation by way of contingent 
remainder of one-third of the estate to Thomas, which, 
before the recent Act, would have failed, so as to reduce 
the class capable of taking to two, and is a contingent 
remainder which does not vest during the continuance of 
the particular estate.” But if the Act, by a liberal con- 
struction, gives a share to Thomas, a fresh anomaly is 
created; for it is clear that Thomas is excluded from the 
personal estate, and yet by the Act he is to have a share 
in the real. This is the very case of Ayton vy. Ayton (t 
Cox, 327). There the testator gave his residuary real 
and personal estate to his wife for her life, and after her 
decease to the children of Mr. and Mrs. Ayton in equal 
shares. Two children of Mr. and Mrs. Ayton were born 
in the testator’s lifetime, and three more after the death 
of the widow, and the court held that the whole residue, 
both real and personal, vested in the two children who 
were born before the death of the widow, to the exclu- 
sion of those who were not born until after her 
decease. In this and in many other cases the rules of 
legal devises and of bequests of personalty correspond 
as to the members of the class who are to be admitted. 
In other cases the rules differ. The case to which the 
Act applies is that of the failure of a contingent re- 
mainder by the determination of the particular estate 
before it vests. To extend its operation to the increase 
of classes beyond the established rules would probably 
create quite as many inequalities as it would cure. 

JosHvA WILLIAMS, 





LAND FRAUDS AND REGISTRATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—As I read the letter of H. G. D. on this subject 
[ante p. 562], itis in no way inconsistent with my re- 
mark about the registry to which it purports to take 


The simple fact is, that in almost every case Hughes 
managed to get one victim more than he otherwise 
would have had, because as soon as he had exhausted all 
his possible dupes among his own clients, he could still 
raise money from an outsider who was contented—and 
rightly so—to rely on the register without incurring 
the risk. which would otherwise have arisen from the 
state of the prior title. Hughes’ frauds were much more 
extensive than would be inferred from H. G. D.’s letter, 
and far from being confined to the lands affected by the 
suits he mentions. There were certainly not less than 
sixteen chancery suits (I cannot state the number pre- 
cisely) arising out of these frauds. One of these (Fagg 
v. James), to which H. G. D. has not referred, affords a 
very instructive commentary on the use of the registry 
in skilful hands. The case is reported before the Master 
of the Rolls in 6 L, T. N. 8, 675, and on appeal to 
Chancellor Westbury in 8 L, T. N. 8. 5. A. E, M. 
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PAROCHIAL REGISTERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Gir, —The writer of the article on. this subject in your 


Jast number must, I think, have overlooked the fact that 
in many parishes the furnishing of certified extracts from 
ish registers forms no inconsiderable part of the in- 
cumbent’s income, and that if your proposal for keeping 
them in London were carried out, it would operate very 
unfairly on the parochial clergy. They have already 
suffered in this respect from the establishment of the 
Government registry of births, deaths, and marriages, 
and it is rather hard to deprive them of what little in- 
come they may still derive from the custody of their own 
registers, and that merely because in some instances 
proper care has not been taken of them. 
Ernest E. Laxe. 
A, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, June 3. 


[The writer had not in any way overlooked the fact 
to which our correspondent refers ; but it seemed to him 
that, after the neglect he referred to, the clergy were 
hardly entitled to compensation for the loss of the old 
registers. Our correspondent may have overlooked what 
we believe is the fact, that the greater part of the fees of 
the clergy are derived from the modern registers, be- 
ginning with the year 1813, the state of preservation of 
which is usually very different from that of the old 
registers; and it might easily be arranged that these 
modern registers should remain for a certain number of 
years in the hands of the clergy.—Eb. 9. J.] 


Cases of the deck. 


Costs—Stanper—One Fartuinc DamacEs—21 Jac. 1, 
4. 16, s. 6—JupicaturE Act, 1875, sec. 33—oRpD. 55— 
Repeat oF Ear.ier SraturE—InconsisTenNcy.—In the 
House of Lords, on Thursday, judgment was given in the 
appeal of Garnett v. Bradley. The plaintiff in an action for 
slander had recovered one farthing damages, and the judge 
at the trial refused to make any order as to costs. The 
plaintiff’s full costs were allowed by the master on taxation, 
and on appeal against the master’s decision, Field, J., re- 
ferred the matter to the Exchequer Division, and Pollock and 
Huddleston, BB. (following Parsons v. Tinling, 25 W. R. 
255, L. R. 2 C. P. D. 119), held that, under ord. 55, the 
plaintiff was entitled to his costs, in the absence of any order 
of the judge at the trial to the contrary. This judgment 
was reversed by the majority of the Court of Appeal (Bram- 
well and Brett, L.JJ.), Kelly, C.B., diss. (see 25 W. R. 653, 
L. R. 2 Ex. D. 349), on the ground that the statute 21 Jac. 
1, c, 16, s. 6, enacting that a plaintiff recovering less than 
40s, damages in an action of slander shall recover only so 
much costs as damages, is still in force. On appeal to the 
House of Lords, the plaintiff’s counsel argued that the 21 
Jac. 1, c. 16, s. 6, was repealed by section 33 of the Judica- 
ture Act of 1875, as an enactment inconsistent with that Act 
and the principal Act, and that ord. 55 had established the 
uniform rule that in all actions tried by a jury the costs will 
follow the verdict, unless the judge trying the action shall 
otherwise order, The defendant’s counsel argued that the 
two enactments were not inconsistent, and that the later one, 
being a special law, was not affected by a later general law; 
but Lords Hatherley, O'Hagan, Blackburn, and Gordon, 

8 taking time to consider, reversed the judgment of the 
majority of the Court of Appeal. It was intended by ord. 55 
to extend the old practice of the Court of Chancery (that 
costs should be in the discretion of the court) to the common 
law divisions of the High Court, but subject to the proviso 

at in cases tried by a jury the costs should follow the event, 
unless otherwise ordered by the judge before whom the action 
istried, This power thus given superseded the necessity for 
the provision made by the 21 Jac. o. 16, 8. 6, for the case of 
& particular class of actions (which enactment gave no disere- 
tion), and therefore the earlier statute was repealed by the 

r one, 





Company—Winptnc-ur—PayMENT For Snargs—Com- 
PANY’s Depr avaranrerp py Direcrors — Directors’ 





PowERS USED FOR THEIR OWN BENEFIT—FRAUDULENT 
PREYERENCE—ComPaNigs Act, 1862, s. 164—In a case of 
In re The Wincham Shipbuilding Company, decided by the 
Court of Appeal on the 29th of May, a question arose 
whether directors of a company had paid for their shares, 
under the following circumstances :—By the constitution of 
the company the directors were empowered to receive from the 
shareholders moneys paid in anticipation of calls upon their 
shares. Three of the directors (named Poole, Jackson, and 
Whyte) held fifty shares apiece, of the nominal value of £5 
per share. Nothing had been paid upon these shares, and 
indeed no call had been made upon any of the shares in the 
company, but the company had borrowed money fur the 
purposes of their business from their bankers, for which all 
the directors had in May, 1876, given their personal 
guarantee to the bankers to the extent of £5,000. In 
February, 1877, the bankers recovered judgments against 
the guarantors upon their guarante2, buat did not enforce 
the judgments by execution. On the 6th of August, 1877, 
the directors at a board meeting passed a resolution that, 
in order to reduce the balance due to the bankers, it was 
recommended that the directors should pay up the amount 
of their shares. And at the same time it was resolved to 
close the business of the company, and to advertise for sale 
their plant and other property. Ov the 5th of September 
Poole, Jackson, and Whyte paid up their shares in full. The 
money thus paid (£750) was entered in the company’s cash- 
book as a payment in anticipation of calls upon the shares, and 
was paid to the bankers as a payment upon the shares, and 
was carried to the credit of the company’s current account. 
The result of this transaction, of course, was to diminish 
pro tanto the liability of the three directors upon their 
guarantee. On the 6th of September a creditor presented 
a petition for the winding-up of the company, upon which 
a winding-up order was made on the 10th of November. 
The liquidator sought to impeach the payment made by 
the three directors, and claimed to have them placed upon 
the list of contributories as the holders of shares upon 
which nothing had been paid, contending that the directors 
had improperly exercised their power of receiving payments 
in anticipation of calls simply for their own benefit, and not 
for that of the company, and that the payment was a mere 
sham. Bacon, V.C, held (26 W. R. 588) that the three 
directors must be treated as the holders of unpaid shares, 
on the ground that the transaction amounted to a fraudulent 
preference within the meaning of section 164 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, and that the directors were trustees of 
their power of receiving payments in anticipation of calls, 
and had committed a breach of trust in using that power for 
their own personal benefit. The Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., 
aod James and Bramwell, L.JJ.) reversed this decision, and 
held that the shares must be treated as fully paid up. 
Jessel, M.R., said that directors are, no doubt, trustees of 
their powers, and, if they exercise their powers in breach of 
trust for their own benefit, they are liable, like any other 
trustees, to make good to their cestuis gue trust the con- 
sequences of their breach of trust. But they are trustees for 
the company and its members, not for the creditors of the 
company. The creditors have no higher right against the 
directors than against any other member of the company. 
Directors are entitled to pay one debt of the company in 
priority to others, provided that the payment does not 
amount to a fraudulent preference within section 164. 
There was no fraudulent preference in the present case, for 
the payment was made to the bankers in the ordinary course 
of business, and could not have been recovered from them. 
Neither the company nor any of the other shareholders 
had been in any way injured by the payment; the only 
persons affected were the other creditors, who would get a 
smaller dividend than if the three directors’ shares had re- 
mained unpaid for at the commencement of the winding-up ; 
but the directors were not trustees for the creditors. 





Company — Winpina-urp—Contrisvtory — Drrecron— 
Constructive Notice oF Conrents or Company's Booxs.— 
In another case, arising in the winding-up of the same 
company, and heard the same day, the question was 
whether a director of a company is to have imputed to 
him a knowledge of the contents of the company's books. 
By the constitution of the company the directors were not 
required to hold any shares. One of the directors, who 
had not applied for any shares, was, however, entered on 
the register as the holder of fifty shares, and his name 
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remained there for more than a year. He, however, had 
no knowledge of this until shortly before the commence- 
ment of the winding-up, and, as soon a8 he knew that his 
mame was on the register, he gave the company notice that 
it had been wrongfully inserted there, and required them 
to remove it. The liquidator sought to have him placed 
on the list of contributories for fifty unpaid shares, and it 
was urged that a knowledge of the contents of all the com- 
pavy’s books must be imputed to a director. The Court 
of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and James and Bramwell, L.JJ.), 
affirming a decision of Bacon, V.C. (26 W. R. 589), held 
that there is no ground for imputing such a knowledge to 
@ director, and that the director in question had never 
contracted to take any shares, and could not be treated as 
& shareholder, 


Steer 


PracticE—TriaL BY JURY—AGREEMENT TO TAKE EvI- 
DENCE BY ArFiDAvViIT—ORD. 36, n. 26—ORrp. 37.—In 8 case 
of Brooke v. Wigg, heard by the Court of Appeal on the 
29th of May, the action was brought to restrain an alleged 
nuisance. In November, 1875, the parties entered into an 
agreement that the evidence should be taken by affidavit. 
In the course of two and a half years a number of affidavits 
had been filed, which extended over 200 printed pages. The 
defendants gave notice of their desire to have the action 
tried beforea judgeand jury. Theplaintiffthen moved, before 
Malins, V.C., for an order that the action should be tried 
before the Vice-Chancellor himself upon the affidavits, with 
power to cross-examine the witnesses. The Vice-Chancellor 
made the order asked for, and his decision was affirmed by 
the Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and Jamesand Bramwell, 
L.JJ.), who said that r. 26 of ord. 36 applied to the case, 
god gave the judge a discretion as to the mode of trial. It 
was impossible that a case could be tried satisfactorily be- 
fore a jary upon affidavit evidence, and the court could not 
say that the Vice-Chancellor had exercised his discretion 
improperly. Indeed, asa general rule, the Court of Ap- 
peal would not interfere with the discretion of the primary 
jadge as to the mode of trial of an action. James, L.J., 
said that, if the application had been made to him originally 
—two and a half months instead of two and a half years 
after the egreement to take the evidence by affidavit—he 
might have been inclined to de to it, bat even then he 
should bave done so only upon the terms of the applicant 
paying all the costs which had been incurred in taking 
the affidavits, as between solicitor and client, and including 
costs, charges, and expenses. 





Practice — Demurrer —DemuRRER TO AMENDED 
®TATEMENT OF CLAIM AFTER DELIVERY OF DEFENCE TO 
OxicinaL STATEMENT oF CLaim—InJuncTion TO REsTRAIN 
ENFORCING OF AWARD—JUDICATURE ACT, 1873, 8. 24, sUB- 
SECTION 5—OnxpD. 28, er. 1, 4, 10.—In a case of Powell v. 
Jewesbury, heard by the Court of Appeal on the 5th inst., 
some questions were raised as to the validity of a demurrer 
to an «mended s'atement of claim. By the amended state- 
ment of claim the plaintiff claimed to have an account taken 
of moneys paid to a banking company, of which the defend- 
ant wes the registered public officer, and to have certain 
bonds and deeds delivered up; an injunction to restrain the 
defendant and the company from parting with the deeds 
and bends, and from enforcing an award against the plaintiff 
by execution or otherwise until the deeds and bonds should 
have teen given up; and damages sustained by reason of 
the givieg up the bonds to another person, and of alleged 
wrongful acts of the company in opening certain accounts 
(which they had opened in the plaintiff's name without her 
authority), end otherwise. The plaintiff did not sub- 
stantially alter the ease she had made by her original state- 
ment of claim. The detendant, who had already delivered 
a statement of defence to the original statement of claim, 
deliverei 2 demurrer and amended statement of d-fence to 
the amended statement of claim, and by it he demurred to 
so much of the amended statement of claim as sought an 
injunction to restrain the defendant and the company from 
enforcing the award, and also to such part of the amended 
statement of claim as sought to recover damages by reason 


—_ 
that it did not appear that the company had done an 
wrongful act (other than the giving up of the bonds, if ae 
act were wrongful, which the defendant did not admit), or 
any act, other than as aforesaid, constituting a legal wrong 
which would support an action. And, by way of defence to 
all such parts of the amended statement of claim as were not 
demurred to, the defendant stated as thereinafter followed, 
The award in question had been made in May, 1876, by an 
arbitrator appointed by an order of the Queen’s Bench 
Division made in March, 1876, in an action in that Division 
brought by the defendant, on behalf of the bank, against the 
plaintiff. “The action had been commenced in the Court of 
Queen’s Bench in June, 1874, and issue had been joined in, 
July, 1875. Malins, V.C., reserved the benefit of the de- 
murrer to the trial of the action. Before the hearing of the 
appeal it was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that a de 
fendant who had delivered a statement of defence to an 
original statement of claim, was not entitled to demur to 
the amended statement of claim, at any rate when the 
plaintiff had not made a new case by it. It was also urged 
that the demurrer was bad in form, because it was, in effect, 
a demurrer only to some of the relief claimed, and not a de. 
murrer to a “distinct cause of action.” It was also con- 
tended that the court had jurisdiction to restrain the 
enforcing of the award, because the alleged grounds of 
objection to it could not have been raised by way of defence 
to the action in the Queen’s Bench Division, inasmuch ag 
the pleadings had been closed. The court (Jessel, M.R., 
and James and Bramwell, L.JJ.) said that the old rule of 
the Court of Chancery, that a defendant who had answered 
an original bill could not demur to the amended bill, 
does not exist now, and has no application to an amended 
statement of claim. The reason for it was that a defendant 
could not make discovery and also refuse to do so, but that 
has no application to a statement of defence which does not 
make discovery. And the court held that there was no 
objection to the form of the demurrer, and, with regard to 
the injunction, they said that section 24, sub-section 5, of 
the Act of 1873 applied, and prevented the court from re- 
straining the enforcing of the award. Though the plaintiff 
could not have raised her objections to it by way of defence 
to the action, she could at any time have applied by motion 
to the Queen’s Bench Division to stay proceedings upon the 
award, and that was the right course to adopt. And the 
court held that the demurrer ought to be allowed. 


SS ciiineenall 


Practice—Cuarity—PaYMENT INTO COURT UNDER 
TrusTeE Retier Act—No Notice To CHariry Commis. 
SIONERS — IgREGULARITY — Costs— CHARITABLE TRUSTS 
Act, 1853, s, 17,—In a petition of In re Poplar and Black« 
wall Free School, before the Master of the Rolls on the Ist 
inst» a question arose as to whether the trustees of acharity 
who had paid their trust fund into court under the Trustee 
Relief Act on the school being transferred to the London 
School Board were entitled to the co-ts of a petition pre- 
pared by them under Sir Samuel Romilly’s Act (52 Geo. 3, 
c. 101), asking for the settlement of a scheme, but to which 
petition the Attorney-General, who was the respondent, 
refused his fiat, as the trustees had not obtained the 
consent of the Charity Commissioners before the money 
was paid into court. The above petition was then 
presented by the Attorney-General for the settlement 
of a scheme, and the trustees were made respondents, 
The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that the trustees 
bad committed an irregularity in not obtaining the previous. 
consent of the Charity Commissioners, the payment iato 
court being ‘‘a proceeding for obtaining relief” within the 
17th section of the Charitable Trusts Ac', 1853. There was 
no express prohibition to prevent their paying the money 
into court, but he thought the proceediag poses, So Having 
once done so, however, they were functi officio, and were 
only entitled to be served with the petition presented 
as to the administration of the fund. They were, therefore, 
only entitled to their costs of appearance on the Attorney- 
General’s petition, and of their aflidavit on the payment into 
court. He should refuse to allow them the costs of the pre- 
paration of their abortive petition, 








of the alleg-d wrongful acts of the company in opening the 
accoun's and otherwise, upon the grounds (1) that the | 
award was a proceeding in another division of the High 
Court, which eculd not be restrained by injunction ; and (2) 


Company—WInpinc-urp—No D1RecTORS NAMED IN 
ArticLes—No Power To sumMON Maerincas—CompanNizs 
Act, 1862, 8. 52—Tasie A, CompAnties Act, 1862, Arr. 52, 
53,—In a case of In re Brick and Stone Company, Limited, 
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pefore the Master of the Rolls on the 1st inst., a petition was 
presented to wind-up the company, on the ground that 
a Sone to a pssconearen there were no de jure 
directors and no competent to summon a meeting of 
the company. The company was incorporated in March, 
1877, under the Companies Acts, 1862 and 1867. The 
articles named no persons as the first directors, spoke 
fhroughout of “the directors,” and directed the usual 
meetings to be summoned. The articles provided that until 
the first seme ‘the aforesaid directors,” without having 
named them, should remain in office. They excluded the 
ication of ‘‘Table A” of the Companies Act, 1862, 
ander which (article 52) “the number of the directors and 
names of the first directors are determined by the snbscribers 
of the memorandum,” and (article 53) ‘‘ until directors are 
appointed the subscribers of the memorandum are to be 
deemed to be directors.” By section 52 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, ‘‘in default of any regulations as to the persons 
tosummon meetings, five members shall be competent to 
gammon the same, and in default of any regulations as to 
who is chairman of such meeting, it shall be competent for 
any person elected by the members present to preside. A 
meeting of the company was held shortly after its incor- 
tion, at which all the subscribers to the memorandum 
were present, and also eleven other persons subsequently 
shareholders. At this meeting a person was elected chair- 
man, and 1,000 copies of a prospectus, with the names of 
the subscribers as provisional directors, were ordered to be 
cireulated, and other business was transacted. At a subse- 
quent meeting, held shortly after, five of the subscribers 
were present, when shares were allotted and other business 
transacted. It was contended for the petitioners, five con- 
tributories, that the whole proceedings were irregular, that 
no meetings could be summoned, and that the only way 
to get over the difficulty was by winding-up the com- 
The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that 
the slip in the articles could be got over in two 
ways. First of all, uvtil a regular allotment of shares the 
seven subscribers constituted the company, and were the 
only persons who could nominate and appoint directors. 
They could name themselves as such, and on this part of 
the case the question was, Had they done so? He considered 
that their acts at both meetings had unequivocally shown 
they intended to constitute themselves directors, and, in his 
opinion, they had done so. They were quite able, there- 
fore, to call a meeting, when other directors could be 
eesnted. Secondly, he considered that section 52 of the 
mpanies Act had been expressly passed to meet such a 
case as this where there was no power to summon a meeting ; 
and, therefore, wherever, owing to any absence of regulations 
inthe articles, or where there was a provision which had 
become ineffectual, either from the death or absence abroad of 
the acting directors, there was power under this section for 
five members of the company to summon a meeting, There- 
fore, in the one case all the subscribers, and in the other 
five, could summon a meeting; and the petitioners had 
failed to make out their case. The petition must be dis- 
missed, with costs. 


Easement — NvisaAncz — PrescRIPTION INCAPABLE OF 
BEING RESISTED—PRESCRIPTION Act, 2 & 8 WiLL. 4, c. 71, 
8.2.—In a case of Sturges v. Bridgman, before the Master 
of the Rolls on the 8rd inst., an important point arose as 
tothe law of easements. ‘The plaintiff, a physician, on the 
erection of a consulting-room in his garden found that the use 
phen defendant of two pestles and mortars fixed in the wall 
adjoining the consulting-room by their noise caused him grave 
inconvenience and annoyance, and commenced an action to 
restrain the continuance of the nuisance. The fact of the 
nuisance was scarcely disputed, but the defendant's conten- 
tion was that he had acquired, first, a prescriptive right to 
commit the nuisance, and, secondly, under section 2 of the 
Prese iption Act, a right by user for more than twenty years. 

Master of the Rolls was of opinion that this was an 
easement incapable of interruption within the authority of 
Webb v. Bird, 18 C. B. (N. 8.) 841, and ono of which he 
Could not presume a grant, and, consequently, that the 
defendants had not acquired a title by prescription, Until 
the erection of the new room there a been no nuisance; 
and how could the mene before that time have prevented 

waves of sound from passing over the garden? He could 
hot enter on the defendant’s premises, and so commit a 
trespass, to abate the nuisance, and there was no other way 





in which the acquisition of the right could have been pre- 
vented. He also thougit that the easement of the passage 
of sound was not withia the second section of the Presori 
tion Act ; it was not an easement which would ‘‘be enjoyed 
or derived upon, over, or from the land” of another. It 
was very much like the above case, where a person claimed 
a right to the uninterrupted enjoyment of the currents of 
of air in motion to his windmill. The plaintiff was entitled 
to a perpetual injunction. 





THE LIVERPOOL LAW SOCIETY'S FORM OF 
CONDITIONS OF SALE. 


A writer in the Liverpool Daily Courier gives the fol- 
lowing interesting description of the changes introduced by 
the Liverpool Law Society in their form of conditions of 
sale :— 

About fourteen years ago a number of Liverpool solici- 
tors, led by the late Mr. Timpron Martin, combined to 
purchase some property, running from Cook-street to 
Harrington-street, for the purpose of erecting a building 
which was to contain the library of the Liverpool Law 
Society anda large room for auction sales and public 
meetings, the upper floor being used for offices. The pur- 
chase was completed, and the subscribers to the under- 
taking formed themselves into a limited company, called 
the Liverpool Law Association, Limited, the shares in 
wkich can only be held by members of the solicitor branch 
of the legal profession. The buildings were erected from 
the designs of the late Mr. Culshaw, and the public sale- 
room, was opened at the beginning of the year 1865. 

In anticipation of the opening of the new auction sale- 
room a model set of conditions of sale by public auction 
waa framed by the committee of the Liverpool Law Society 
and brought into use on the opening of the rooms, and 
those conditions have been in use ever since, under the 
name of the “Public Sale Conditions of the Liverpool 
Law Society.” The object of these conditions was to in- 
troduce the use of a common form which would be appli- 
cable to most sales by auction, but which could be modified 
on each sale by special conditions suitable tothe exigencies 
of the title to each property offered for sale. It was 
thought that such common forms would greatly facilitate 
the preparation of the conditions of sale on sales by auc- 
tion, and thus lead toa saving of trouble and consequent 
expense, and such was soon found to be the case. 

The example of the Liverpool Law Society has siace 
been followed by those of Birmingham, Nottingham, aad 
Sheffield. The model sets of conditions prepared by those 
societies have, however, had the advantage of having been 
settled by conveyancing council of eminence ; while the 
Lverpool conditions were prepared somewhat hastily to be 
in time for the opening of the new auction-rooms, 
had not the advantage of being so carefully considered. 

Considerable dissatisfaction with the Liverpool form of 
conditions having been expressed, the Liverpool Law Se- 
ciety took the matter in hand again some eighteen months 
ago, and had their form settled by two of the leading local 
conveyancing counsel, since which the form has undergone 
revision on more than one occasion; and it was only oa 
the 17th ultimo that at a general meeting of the society the 
new conditions were finally settled and adopted. They 
have since been registered at Stationer’s-hall in order to 
protect the society's copyright in them, 

The following are the principal changes effected by the 
new conditions: —Condition 5 provides that in fatare plans 
upon deeds abstracted as part of the title to the property 
sold are to be copied on the abstract delivered to the par- 
chaser. The seventh condition modifies the previously 
unlimited right of the vendor to refuse to comply with the 
purchaser’s requisitions, however reasonable or necessary 
they might be, and to pat an end to the contract. The 
new condition limits the right of the vendor to rescind to 
cases in which he cannot comply with the purchaser’s 
requisitions and cases in which he is unwilling to do sa, 
upon the ground that the cost of compliaace would be un- 
reasonably heavy, with a provision that if he exercises 
his right to rescind he shall only do so after fourteen days’ 
notice. These alterations are only such as justice to the 
purchaser appears to demand. 
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The society expects that the necessity for giving four- 
teen days’ notice before rescinding the contract will have 
the effect of preventing hasty threats of rescission if 
fequisitions are not immediately withdrawn, and will give 
both parties time for reconsideration and negotiation, be- 
sides giving the parchaser an opporiunity of offering to 
pay the whole or part of the cost of complying with his 
requisitions should he be unwilling to withdraw them, and 
yet feel doubtful whether, if the matter were to be liti- 
gated, it might not be decided that the cost of complying 
with them would be unreasonably heavy. Instances have 
been known in which a vendor, having found afters sale 
made under the old€onditions that he could obtain a bet- 
ter price fromanother person, has refused to comply with 
the most reasonable requisitions on the title, and has 
threatened to rescind if they are not at once withdrawn. 
This is manifestly unfair, and the society expect that 
amongst other advantages the alteration made in this con- 
dition will prevent such an abuse in fature. 

Perhaps the most important alteration effected by the 
new conditions is that made by the 9th. 

In the former conditions the expense of the production 
of all documents of title which the vendor had not in his 
Own possession, and the expense of obtaining all declara- 
tions and other evidence as to heirships were thrown upon 
the purchaser; bat by the new conditions the vendor is 
to bear all such expenses except as to production of deeds 
not in his possession and of which he produces attested 
copies, and the purchaser is not to be able to require a 
document twenty years old to be stamped in cases in 
which such a decument is either unstamped or insufficiently 
stamped. 

These alterations in favour of the purchaser have been 
made from a feeling that the former condition was unjust 
tohim. The vendor has the means of knowing what the 
cost of producing the deeds not in his possession, and of 
supplying the evidence and information which ought to be 
supplied to meet the reasonable demands of the purchaser, 
will probably amount to, and can calculate accordingly. 
The purchaser is without any guide on the subject. If 
vendors before selling their property got up all the 
evidence and information which they would themselves 
require on a purchase, the old condition would only be 
used, as was no donbt intended when first introduced into 
conditions of sales, to prevent the purchaser from requiring 
evidence which, while of little value to him, would put the 
vendor to considerable cost to obtain. In practice, how- 
ever, it has frequently been most unfair and even oppres- 
sive. Cases are of constant occurrence in which the vendor 
having purchased part of a larger lot of land has only in 
his possession a conveyance a few years old and a mortgage 
of the same age, say to the trustees of a building society, 
one or two of whom may have died or been removed and 
their places supplied by others. To ask a purchaser in 
such a case to pay for the production of the earlier deeds 
and for proof of the changes of the trasteeship of the build- 
ing society seemed an abuse of a common form, and not a 
fair use of it; and this the society hope to remedy by the 
changes effected in the condition. 

On the other hand, the society felt that an obligation to 
stamp an insufficiently-stamped deed twenty years old and 
to pay the penalty charged by the Inland Revenue Office, 
generally imposed a greater burden upon the vendor than 
Was commensurate with the advantage to the purchaser, 
and for that reason they have made the change above men - 
tioned, but they considered that the vendor should still be 
bound to stamp all deeds not twenty years old. The society 
have aleo provided expressly that all deeds in the possession 
of s mortgagee shall be deemed to be in the vendor's 
possession for the purpose of the condition, and have thus 
solyed any doubt which there might have been on the 


point. 

By the 10th condition it is provided that all tenancies 
for longer periods than from year to year, and all rights of 
way, shall be expressly mentioned in the particulars or 
special conditions of sale. The existence of either ought 
to be known to the vendor, and the society consider that 
there is not, therefore, any hardship in making him state 
their existence, while substantial injustice might be done 
to 4 purchaser by the old condition. 

The 12th condition requires the vendor's solicitor, on a 
sale of leasehold property, to produce to intending pur- 
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chasers the lease, or 8 copy or abstract of it, for three dayy 
previous to the sale, and also at the sale. 

A new condition has been framed to meet the not uncom. 
mon case of an unscrupulous purchaser of small property 
causing the serving of sanitary notices upon the vendor in 
the interval between the contract and the completion of the 
purchase, so as to gain the advantage of the vendor's ex. 
penditure in complying with the Health Committee's 
notices. The new condition provides that if before the com. 
pletion of the purchase the vendor shall have expended 
any money in complying with any requirement enforceable 
against him and made after the sale by the municipal cor. 
poration, local board of health, or other local authority of 
the borough or district within which such property is situ- 
ated, in respect of such property, or of the paving or flag. 
ging of the roads, streets, or passages adjoining the same, 
the purchaser shall, on the completion of the purchase, 
repay to the vendor the amount so expended by him, and 
in case any such requirement shall not have been com. 
plied with before the completion of the purchase, the pur- 
chaser shall indemnify the vendor in respect thereof, but 
the vendor shall, upon receiving notice of any such require- 
ment, inform the purchaser thereof and give to him the 
option of complying therewith in lieu of the vendor doing 
so, and shall not expend any money for the purpose afore- 
said, unless the purchaser shall refuse or neglect to comply 
with such requirement. , 

A proviso has been added to the usual clause providing 
for the payment by the purchaser of interest on his pur- 
chase-money in case the purchase is not completed on the 
day appointed, enabling a purchaser who is prevented from 
completing his purchase, without default on his part, to 
escape liability for payment of the interest, by depositing 
in a bank the balance of the purchase-money at his own 
risk, and giving notice to the vendor, who is thenceforth 
to be entitled only to the interest resulting from the de- 

osit. 

It will thus be seen that the general tendency of the new 
conditions is to introduce a fairer mode of dealing witha 
purchaser than that provided by the formerones. Of course, 
it is still competent for vendors to sell their property under 
as stringent conditions as they please, but they will no 
longer be able to impose onerous and unfair terms upon pure 
chasers under cover of the common form of conditions sanc- 
tioned by the Liverpool Law Society, and so throw intend- 
ing purchasers off their guard. If such stringent condi- 
tions are intended to be imposed they must be specially pro- 
vided, and a prudent purchaser will, as soonas he sees them 
or hears them read in the auction-room, know that they 
have not been introduced without sufficient reason, and that 
they mean the addition of some considerable expense to the 
ordinary charges payable upon a purchase of real property. 
If, therefore, he buys under such conditions he will do so 
with his eyes open, and cannot blame the public sale condi- 
tions of the society. 








The Boston Advertiser is cited by an American legal 
journal'as stating that ‘‘ A bill in equity has been filed in 
the office of the clerk of the courts at Salem by Miss 
Lucretia Brown, of Ipswich, against Daniel H. Spofford, 
formerly of Salem, but now of New York, in which she sets 
forth that she is now suffering from a serious spinal disease, 
caused by the mesmeric influence which Spofford exerts over 
her, and she petitions the Supreme Judicial Court for an in- 
junction against Spofford, to restrain him from further 
exerting his influence upon her.” 


In the case of In re Ah Yup, before the United States 
Circuit Court, district of California (reported in the Central 
Law Journal), it was beld that a Mongolian is not a ‘‘ white 
person,” within the meaning of the term as used in the 
naturalization laws of the United States, The learned 
judge appears to have quoted Webster's aie ge Buffon, 
Linngus, and the new American Cyclopmdia, and to have 
come to the conclusion that neither in popular language, 
in literature, nor in scientific nomenclature do we ordinarily, 
if ever, find the words ‘‘white person” used in a sense 80 
comprehensive as to include an individual of the Mongolian 
race; yet in all colour, notwithstanding its indefiniteness 
as a word of decription, is made an important factor in 
the basis adopted for the distinction and classification of 
Traces. 
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’ he was promoted to the office of Recorder. 
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Obituary. 


THE RIGHT HON. RUSSELL GURNEY, 
Q.C., MP. 


The Right Hon. Russell Gurney, Q.C., M.P., died at his 
residence in Kensington Palace-gardens, on Friday, the 
$ist ult., at the age of seventy-four. Mr. Gurney was the 
gon of the late Sir John Gurney, many years one of the 
barons of the Court of Exchequer, and was born in 1804. 
He was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 

uated as a senior optime in 1826, and he was called to 

the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1828. 
He selected the Home Circuit and Middlesex Sessions, and 
in 1830 he became one of the four common pleaders of the 
City of London, a post which conferred on the holders the 
usive right to practise in the Mayor’s Court and Sheriff's 
Court. He thus became well known in the City of London, 
while his father’s reputation insured him an early introduc- 
tion to general practice on circuit and elsewhere. Mr. 
Gurney became a Queen’s Counsel in 1845, and obtained a 
fair share of leading business up to the year 185C, when he 
was elected judge of the Sheriff’s Court of the City of 
London. In April, 1856, he succeeded the late Mr. Bullock 
as Common Serjeant, and in the following December, on the 
appointment of Mr. Stuart Wortley as Solicitor-General, 
rt L About the same 
time the throwing open of the Mayor’s Court brought a 
large accession of business to that tribunal, and Mr. Gurney 
soon earned for himself a high reputation for patience, 
courtesy, and dignity; while his efficiency as a criminal 
jodge may be iliustrated by the fact that he was several 
times employed as a commissioner of assize, and he after- 
wards refused a judgeship in the superior courts. In 1865 
he entered the House of Commons as M.P. for Southampton 
in the Conservative interest, and shortly afterwards went 
out to Jamaica as one of the commissioners to inquire into 
the insurrection in that island, and on his return he was 
made a Privy Councillor. In 1867 he was appointed a 
boundary commissioner under the Reform Bill of that year, 
and in 1871 he was selected as representative of this country 
in the inquiry into the claims of British and American sub- 
jects under the Alabama ‘Treaty, and spent several months 
at Washington. In the House of Commons Mr. Gurney 
gave a general support to the Conservative party, though 
on many questions he took an iniependent line. He was 
looked upon as one of the highest authorities in the House 
on all legal questions, and especially on criminal law. He 
introduced and passed the Criminal Law Amendment Act of 
1867 and the Married Women’s Property Act of 1870, and 
he had charge of the Public Worship Bill of 1874 during its 
progress through the House of Commons. One of the last 
hes which he made was in favour of Mr. Ashley’s 

ill for rendering accused persons competent witnesses. 
Mr, Gurney’s health had for some time been delicate, and a 
few months ago he retired from the recordership. Shortly 
afterwards he received fiom about 300 members of the bar 
who had practised before him an album containing an 
address expressing their sense of his high judicial qualities 
and the dignified courtesy with which he had presided in 
the various City courts. He died from bronchitis, after a 
very short illness. Mr. Gurney was a bencher of the Inner 
Temple (having served the office of treasurer in 1858), a 
commissioner of lieutenancy for the City of London, and a 
member of the Court of Assistants of the Fishmongers 
Company. He was married to a daughter of the Rev. Ellis 
Batten, but he leaves no family. 





Ata special general meeting of the Society of Solicitors of 
the Supreme Court of Scotland (says the Scottish Journal of 
Jurisprudence), held on the t4th of May, Messrs. David 
Norton and David Lyell. were admitted members; and a 
report by the council of the society on various Bills before 
Parliament was approved of, in which the following remarks 
occur on the Breach of Promise of Marriage Bill -—‘* This 
Bill has one clause, namely, from and after the passing of 

Act no. person shall be entitled to maintain an action in 
fespect of the breach of a promise to marry. The council 
cannot believe that this Bill will | ge They can see no 
g00d ground for introducing it, but if it should be persevered 
the council recommend the society to petition against it.” 











Sucteties. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at 
the Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
on Thursday, the 6th inst., the following being present, viz., 
Mr. Desborough (chairman) and Messrs. Burges, Burt, 
Carpenter, Collisson, Desborough, jun., Drew, Few, Gres- 
ham, Hedger, Kelly, Sawtell, Scadding, Styan, and Boodle 
(secretary), grants were made to the widows and families 
of deceased members amounting to £1,395, and to the 
widow of a deceased non-member a grant amounting to 
£5 was made, and the ordiaary business was transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The weekly meeting of this society, was held on Tuesday 
evening last, the 4th inst., at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
lane, Mr. C. Swinfen Eady, L.L.D., in the chair. This 
being the first meeting in the month, the society had under 
consideration some motions relating to the affairs of the 
society. The question appointed for the evening’s debate 
was :—‘ Does the owner of a building acquire a prescriptive 
right to lateral support by the adjacent land after twenty 
years’ enjoyment of the premises?” the references 
being2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71; Angus v. Dalton, L. R. 
3 Q. B. D. 85 ; Dodd v. Holmes, 1 Ad. & E. 493; Brown v. 
Windsor, 1 Cr. & I. 20. Mr. F. J. Green and Mr. Napier 
supported the affirmative, and Mr. A. Fell and Mr. Vincent 
the negative. At the conclusion of the debate, the opener 
replied, and the chairman having summed up, on the ques- 
tion being put to the vote, it was decided in the affirmative’ 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

At a meeting of this society, held at the Law Institution 
on Monday, the 8rd inst., Mr. D.’A. B. Colhyer, B.A., in 
the chair, Mr. Gatey opened the following legal moot :— 
“ A., the owner of land through which a canal passes, 
grants to B., the owner of a neighbouring mine, licence to 
make a cut through the said land from the mine to the 
canal. Subsequently, by the action of C., the owner of a 
chemical mine higher up the canal, the water is polluted, 
and, flowing through the cout, injures the mining machinery 
of B. Has B. any right of action against C.?” Mr. 
Gatey maintained that B. had a right of action; Messrs. 
Eustace Smith, and Owen took a different view of the 
question. Mr. Shirley and other gentlemen present having 
spoken, the chairman summed up and decided in favour of 
the negative by his casting vote, the votes of the members 
present being found to be equal. 

The ordinary weekly meeting of this society took place 
at Clement’s-inn Hall, Mr. Frank B. Moyle presiding. Mr. 
E. C. Rawlingsopened the following question in the affirma- 
tive, viz., ‘‘ That the present punishment inflicted for 
offences against property and person are, compared to their 
respective enormity, inequitable, and the mode in which 
those punishments are administered inadequate.” Mr. 
Rawlings was followed by Messrs. Parker, Spokes, Owen, 
Hadley, Archibald, and Swepstone. Mr. Rawlings replied, 
and, the chairman having summed up, the affirmative was 
carried by a majority of six. 


SOCIAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION. 


REPORT OF THE CoMMITTEE ON 4 CourT OF CRIMINAL 
APPEAL. 

Your committee have had under their consideration es 
well the general subject of appeals in criminal cases as that 
of the Criminal Appeal Bill brought in by Sir George Bowyer 
and now before Parliament. 

Referring to the discussions on the subject which have 
been going on for many years, it appears to your committee 
that the arguments in favour of appeals in criminal cases are 
in no way answered by the objections. : 

Assuming the fallibility of all human tribunals, the onus 
is cast on those who oppose the right of appeal, Oue com- 
mon law seems to have recognized the general principle of 
the right of appeal in both civil and criminal cases, and 
the Legislature has carefully preserved this right under the 
County Court Acts and the Summary Jurisdiction Act. 
The principle is freely recognized in the case of colonial 
appeals, the Queen, as the fountain of justice, having, through 
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her judicial staff in the Privy Couucil, the power to review 
the decisions of all colonial courts, criminal as well as civil, 
unless such authority has been limited by charter or 
statute. How this principle has been lost sight of in the 
case of verdicts and judgments at home it is needless now to 
explain. The received doctrines at Westminster Hall as to 
reversing verdicts and judgments result in an anomaly, 
giving to litigants in civil cases the utmost latitude by way 
of appeal, but in criminal cases depriving of all legal redress 
those who are injuriously affected by the miscarriage of jus- 
tice. Inthe one case the question usually involves only 
money, and the restriction on the right of appeal would 
often be greatly conducive to the cause of justice, but 
the litigant, honest or dishonest, has small restriction im- 
posed on him. In the other case the question is momentous. 
The extent of the evil of an unjust verdict, judgment, or 
sentence in a criminal court is almost incalculable, but it is, 
according to the law of England, irreversible, and the inno- 
cent victim must suffer unless private intercession is used, 
and the mercy of the Crown obtained, and a free pardon 
granted fora crime which may be found not to have been 
eommitted. 

Your committee have come to the conclusion that it is 
desirable to have a Courtof Appeal in criminal cases as 
well with regard to questions of fact as questions of law. 

2ndly. That in lieu of anew tribunal with new judges, 
the jurisdiction hy way of appeal proposed to be conferred 
should be exercised by a division of the High Court of Judi- 
cature composed of three or more of the judges, the prac- 
to be regulated by general rules framed by all the 
judges, 

3rdly. That if the court, on an appeal against a con- 
viction, should be of opinion that on the record of the pro- 
ceedings before them there is not sufficient to justify such 
conviction or the sentence the conviction might be 
ordered to be quashed or the sentence commuted. 

4thly. That if on application after any criminal trial, 
on due notice given, the Court should be of opinion that, 
either by the fault or mistake of the judge as to the admission 
or exclusion of evidence or the herd rt of the jury, or 
the fault or mistake of the jury in giving a verdict against 
evidence, anew trial ought to be granted, a new trial shall 
be directed. 

5thly. That if after a criminal trial new evidence 
should be adduced sufficient inthe opinion of the court of 
Appeal to warrant a new trial, the court should have 
Power so to order on such terms as they might think 
proper. 

6thly. That no one should be subject to be tried again 
after being once eogetiens except by special order of the 
Court of Appeal, made, after due notice, within three months 
after such acquittal. 

Tthly. That, subject to such exceptions, the principles 
adopted in the case of applications for a new trial in civil 
cases should be as far as possible adopted in cases of appli - 
cations for a new trial in criminal cases. 

Aex, Puxuina, §.L., Chairman. 

March 29, 1878, 





Apputnturents, Ete. 


Mr. Joun Carrick, solicitor (of the firm of Carrick, Lee, 
& Sons), of Brampton and Haltwhistle, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments 
of Deeds by Married Women for the county of Cumberland. 


Mr. Joun Epwarp Garsink, solicitor, of Congleton and 
Sandbach, has been elected (without opposition) to the office 
of Coroner for Mid Cheshire. Mr. Garside was admitted a 
solicitor in 1868, and is clerk to the county magistrates at 
Congleton. 

Mr. Epwarp Srantey Hors, barrister, has been appointed 
Secretary to the Royal Commission on the Sale, Exchange, 
and Resignation of Ecclesiastical Benefices. Mr. Hope is a 
graduate of Christ Church, Oxford, and was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1870. He 
practises on the South-Eastern Circuit and the Sussex, 
Brighton, and Hastings Sessions. 


Mr. Henry Sataman Harris (of the firm of H. S. Harris 
& Godwin), of No. 64, Moorgate-strect, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 





Mr. Czcr Joun Menor, solicitor, of Ramsgate, has 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Serene 
Court of Judicature in England. 


Mr. Feanx Ricxarpson, solicitor (of the firm of Richard. 
son & Sadler), of 28, Golden-square and Richmond, has 
been ae a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the 
County of Middlesex and the Cities of London and West. 
minster. 

Mr. Henry VavcHan Tuomas, solicitor, of Bhayader, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature in England. 


Mr. Gzorce Epwarp Wexsrer, solicitor, of Sheffield, 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking 
the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the 
West Riding of Yorkshire. 


Mr. G, Mantgy WETHERFIELD, solicitor, of 2, Gresham- 
buildings, Guildhall, E.C., and Highbury, has been ap- 
pointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Middlesex, London, 
and Westminster, 








Zegal Pews. 


On the 30th ult., in the House of Commons, the Attorney- 
General stated, in answer to Mr. Eyton, that be proposed to 
go on with the Bar Education and Discipline Bill, but that 
he did not think he would be able to find an opportunity for 
proceeding with it before Whitsuntide. 


The following are the circuits for the Summer Assize” 
chosen by the judges :—Midland, Fry, J., and Hawking 
J.; South Wales, Lord Coleridge, U.J.; North Wales, 
Bramwell, L.J.; Western, Grove, J., and Denman, J.; 
South-Eastern, Thesiger, L.J., and Cleasby, B.; North- 
Eastern, Baggallay, L.J., and Lush, J.; Oxford, Pollock, B., 
and Manisty, J.; Northern, Cockburn, C.J., and Lopes, J. 


On the 24th ult., the Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence 
says, Sheriff Guthrie, of Glasgow, was asked to perform the 
now somewhat unusual duty of appointing a tutor-at-law to 
a pupil. Evidence of intimation of the brief, having been 
duly proclaimed at the Market Cross, was produced, after 
which a jury of fifteen was empanneled, who heard evidence 
as to who was the next male agnate, above twenty-five, of 
the pupil. Having returned their verdict, the sheriff re- 
toured thé brief to Chancery in common form. It is said 
that a ease of this kind has not occurred for fourteen years. 


On the vote of £435,277, in the House of Commons, on the 
30th ult., for the salaries and expenses of the county courts, 
Mr, Cowen called attention to the fact that the salaries of 
the registrars, which were originally fixed at £800 a-year, had 
very considerably increased of late, and asked for an explana- 
tion. Mr. Wheelhouse thought it was an absurdity to givea 
registrar more than £1,000 or £1,500 a year. Mr, Whitwell 
expressed a hope that the Government would assist in effect~ 
ing a reform which was most desirable in regard to these 
salaries. Mr. Mellor was of opinion that when the 
offices became vacant the salaries should be fixed and 
fees abolished. The Attorney-General remarked that 
when the remuneration for registrars was fixed the 
amount of business in the county courts was far less 
than it was at present. According to 19 & 20 Vict. ¢. 
108, a registrar was paid £120 for the first 200 plaints. 
entered in each year, and increasing payments were to be 
made until the number of plaints reached 8,000. At that 
period it was not contemplated that they would ever exceed 
the latter number, but in point of fact they had done so in 
many instances, as the county courts had been favourite 
tribunals. The result was that the registrars now received 
a larger amount of remuneration than was reasonable or 
fair, In his opinion, they ought to be paid by salaries only 
and not by fees. The Government would endeavour to ac- 
complish the object in view, although this was not a very 
easy matter. Though fair salaries might be fixed in — 
towns, in small places there would be a difficulty, because 
the officers were paid in that way the salaries would be out 
of proportion to the work. However, the Government were 
prepared to grapple with the question. After some further 
conversation, the vote was agreed to. 
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JURISDICTION OF COUNTY COURTS. 

Tux Select Committee of the House of Commons, ap- 

inted to consider the merits of the County Courts Juris- 
Fiction (No. 2) Bill, met on May 29 for the reception of 
evidence, Sir Eardley Wilmot presiding. The other 
members of the committee are Sir George Bowyer, Messrs. 
Birley, Bulwer, Clive, Forsyth, Gordon, Gregory, Her- 
mon, Hibbert, Rowley Hill, C. Lewis, Morgan Lloyd, A. 
M‘Arthur, Norwood, Puleston, Whitwell, Watkin Williams, 
and the Solicitor-General.—Mr. Martineau, county court 
judge of No. 50 circuit, which includes the greater part of 
Bussex and some portion of Surrey, was the first witness 
examined. He said that he presided at 14 courts, among 
which were those of Brightou, Hastings, Lewes, and Dork- 
ing, and during the year held 152 sittings. In his opinion 
the number of these sittings could not be reduced to below 
145 days, unless the number of days given to Brighton were 
reduced from four days a month to three days a month. If 
extended jurisdiction were desired it would be quite possible 
to hold sittings on a great many more days, With regard 
to the main question of the extension of the jurisdiction of 
county courts, he had always been of opinion that when any 
Bill was brought into Parliament with this object it should 
be an experimental one, giving them jurisdiction in cases 
involving amounts y a £100. If such a bill succeeded, 
another might then be brought in giving jurisdiction in 
common law cases involving amounts not exceeding £500. 
At present there was an anomaly in the law, for whereas 
county courts had jurisdiction in amounts of £500 in equity 
eases, in common law they were only empowered to deal 
with amounts up to £50. He would be disposed to send all 
matters of aecount which a judge was not able to try at 
once to the registrar, and was of opinion that the jurisdic- 
tio of county courts might be extended indefinitely in 
equity cases, although there might be some difficulty in 
doing this. If this were done there would be a large 
iperease in the bar, and this would be a great benefit to the 
jadge, and also, although involving extra expense, 
to the public generally. It would be unfair to ask a 
wlicitor to throw up his profession if he accepted the 
post of registrar, for should he be compelled to resign he 
would bave nothing to fall back upon. The county court 
judge might safely leave it to the honour of a registrar 
who carried on the business of a solicitor to devote all the 
time necessary to the registrar’s work, and there was not 
the slightest chance that in any way whatever his duties 
ag registrar and solicitor would come into contact. With 
ge to the payment of registrars, he bad been told by 

. Motteram, the county court judge of Birmingham, 
that, as far as payment went, he was in a far inferior posi- 
tion to his registrar. Witness would propose that assizes 
for civil cases should be abolished, and that every action 
should be tried in the county court, except in cases where 
the eause of action arose in London. Of course, if the 
a of he cone court judges were so extended as he 

gested, it was necessary for a supply of competent 
men to be forthcoming at all times ny phe to Bil up 
Vacancies in their ranks.—The committee adjourned. 

The committee met again on Friday, the 30th ult., Mr. 
Daniel, Q.C., judge of Circuit 11 and joint judge of Leeds, 
examined by the chairman, stated that there was a very 
extensive business in bankruptcy in Bradford—so much so, 
indeed, that the solicitors practising there in bankruptey 
Petitioned him to make special arrangements for the dis- 
posal of this class of business, He had done go as far as 
possible without letting bankruptcy interfere with the legi- 

imate business of the county ooutl. In Leeds he confined 
himself to bankruptey and equity business. In Leeds there 
Wag more common-law business than in Bradford, but that 

was dealt with by Mr, Serjeant Atkinson. He con- 

ed an extension of jurisdiction of gr eat importance to the 
blic, who were the first to be considered in such a matter. 
ere any extension made, the circuits should be rearranged 
80.as to concentrate the contentious business. He would 
not abolish any of the existing courts, as the existence of a 
ane operated asa deterrent, and made people pay their 
peed Many people put up with injustice rather than go 
the superior courts. The assize judges did not, be- 
Cause they could mot, give the time necessary for the due 
tion of cases coming before them, He had 


sed the manner in which cases were got through 
at assizes, and he was of opinion that the preseas 








condition of thi was very unsatisfactory. He had: 
seen cases adjourned from assize to assize which could have 
easily been disposed of in the county courts. The short 
time fixed for assizes was most inconvenient; a selection of 
cases to be heard had to be made and arrangements made 
for reference. The ee judges were not to be blamed ; 
they did their best to the utmost limits of human enduranee; 
nor were the counsel to blame ; but the system was bad. He 
considered the extended jurisdiction would virtually abolish 
assizes so far as civil cases were concerned, but the result 
would be one of great advantage to the public. He knew of 
numerons instances where plaintiffs were willing to waivea por- 
tion of their claim to the £50 limit in order to get inte county 
courts. A return on the subject would be most instructive. 
He would not like to admit slander cases into the county 
court, and hoped a change in that respect would never be 
made. Were there a more extended jurisdiction ia equity, 
justice would be done in many cases where it is now evaded. 
n small sums just outside the jurisdiction of county courts 
trustees often used the sums improperly, but the suitors 
dared not take action in the superior courts, because of the 
remedy being too costly. He encouraged administration 
cases of more than the limit to be brought before him. 
When the fact appeared that the sum in question was over 
£500, the case was remitted to the senior Vice-Chancellor, 
who sent it back to him as a general rule—By Mr. Forsyth : 
He would give unlimited jurisdiction to the county court, 
but he was aware such a measure was not likely to pass the 
islature at present. The circuits should, as he had 
id, be rearranged, but the matter would require a 
great deal of consideration. He would give an ex- 
clusive jurisdiction to county courts up to S 
The question of removing eases above £50 by a defend- 
ant from the county court to a superior court re- 
quired a .great deal of consideration. Could a defendant 
remove absolutely, an enormous power would be placed in 
the hands of companies and rich men, who would very fre- 
brn remove in order to.throw a hardship on a poor de- 
endant. In the first instance he would not take the right 
of removal away. He would give the present state of things 
an experimental trial under the extended jurisdiction. Where 
the public had confidence in a county court judge they would 
not be likely to go before a more expensive tribunal. With 
regard to the possible abolition of cirouite—that is assize 
cireuits—he did not consider that the Bar of England 
would suffer by the transfer of civil business to the county 
courts, An isolated Bar wonld be a bad thing, but he 
@onsidered a local Bar would be of great importance. A 
local Bar had worked well in Manchester and Liverpool, 
and judges always discharged their duties best when they had 
a Bar before them. He would give the registrars power to 
try unimportant cases—where a few shillings were con- 
cerned—and such an arrangement would be satisfactory to 
the public. The cases coming before registrars would 
practically be undefended. His registrars were paid by fees, 
and he would rather not express an opinion as to whether 
these officials should be paid by salary or by fees. They 
discharged their duties very well, and fairly earned what 
they made. The education of solicitors, it should be 
borne in mind, had greatly improved within the last 
twenty years, and their social status was now much 
improved from what it was. In trade cases, where 
customs were in question, assessors were of more 
value than jurors, At Bradford he had some 
very able assessors, and had no difficulty in getting 
them to attend when required—By Mr. Morgan Lloyd; 
As a Queen’s Counsel he had a certain status, but he felt 
that his brethren on the Bench who had not that status 
required something to be done to exalt their office moreforthe 
usefulness of the office itself than for personal purposes. At 
least county court judges should have the rank given to the 
old commissioners in bankruptcy. He did not go so faras to 
ask that county court judges should be knighted like the 
judges of the superior courts. He did not think it was 
right for a judge to give an opinion as to what salary should 
be paid for his office.—Would you think £3,000 a-year 
would get good men for judges? I would rather not give an 
opinion on the question. One thing is certain—unless 
you pay a proper price you cannot get the services 
of really able men.—By Mr. Rowley-Hill: It was of 
vital importance to elevate the office of county court 
judges. At the present time it was looked upon almost 
as degradation for a barrister in practice to accept the 
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~office. This had been brought home to himself in a very 
ical form. He applied to be put upon the commission 
at the Leeds Assizes, having been attached to the Midland 
Circuit, but Lord Hatherley, then Lord Chancellor, refused 
on the ground that his office was a bar. The status of 
county court judges, as judges, had never been recognized, 
and, having his patent of Queen’s Counsel still in force, he 
believed he could return to the bar to-morrow did he resign 
his office. The power of committing on judgment summon- 
» ges was a valuable one, but its usefulness had been impaired 
by the injudicious use made of it in some courts. He never 
committed @ man unless he was quite satisfied he could pay 
if he chose. He would not be in favour of increasing the 
number of jurors serving in county court cases.—The com- 
mittee then adjourned. 


= 
High Court of Hustice, 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION.* 


(Sittings in Banco, before Cockscrn, C.J., and MeLtor, 
and Fretp, J.J.). 
June 4.—In the Matter of a Solicitor. 

This was the case of the solicitor who some years ago was 
strack off the rolls for personating a student on an examina- 
tion for admission as a solicitor. A petition for restoration 
had been presented to the Master of the Rolls, who referred 
the matter to this division as the division where the 
applicant had been struck off the rolls. 

Folkard, on affidavits of good conduct, applied for and 
obtained an order restoring the applicant to the roll; but 
later in the day, 

W. Murray, on the part of the Incorporated Law Society, 
applied to the court to refuse the order upon the ground 

at they had no materials before them, the petition of the 
applicant not having been brought before the court, and the 
Law Society having had no opportunity of opposing the 
application. 

Cockzvrn, C.J. said, Of course the petition must be 
brought before the court and notice of the application must 
be given to the Law Society, which exercised a most useful 
jurisdiction in watching over the honour and character of 
that branch of the profession to which they belonged, in 
order that they might have the opportunity of laying before 
the court such materials as might enable them to judge 
whether the application should be acceded to or not. 











COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Sitting in Banco, before Lord Coterince, C.J., 
and Grove, J.) 

May 29.—L£lliott v. Lawson. 

In this case a rule had been obtained for a new trial, on 
the ground that a verdict found for the plaintiff was against 
the weight of evidence. 

Edwards, Q.C., and Pollock, showed cause. 

Herschell, Q.C., and M’ Clymont, appeared in support of the 


The action was one of negligence against a solicitor, the 
case for the plaintiff being that he had employed the defend- 
ant to watch his interests in a claim made against him as 
part owner of a ship for coals supplied to the ship. The 
defendant had also a share in the ship, and was sued in 
common with other owners. A cheque to meet the claim 
had been given by the managing owner of the ship to the 
defendant, and by him had been paid into court, and when 
& writ was afterwards served on the plaintiff he took no 
notice of it, believing that the cheque given to the defendant 
absolved him from all further resporsibility. The con- 
sequence was judgment went against him by default, and 
— tion itsued -¢ the amonnt of the claim and costs. 

jury negatived misappropriation on the part of the 
defendant, saying that he had done pstestiy’ Hah; but 
thinking that he ought to have taken some steps to protect 
the plaintiff, they returned a verdict for the plaintiff for 
the exact amount he had been obliged to pay by execution. 
The learned judge at the trial, Mr. Baron Pollock, ex- 
pressed his opinion that such 4 verdict was absurd ; and 

The Covert, adopting bis opinion, and without calling on 
the ag for the defendant, made the rule absolute tor a 
new trial. 


* ‘Lhe billowing two cases are from the Times, 








Leqislatian of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
MAY 31.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private BiLLs.—Weston-super-Mare Improvement Com. 
misgioners, and Cardiff Water. 


TELEGRAPHS, 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

PaivaTte Bitts.—Nottingham Improvement (Gas, &c.), 
and Southport Water. 

Conractious Diszaszs (ANIMALS). 
JUNE 3.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Cooke Estate, Kingston-upon-Hall 
Docks, Bradford Tramways (Release of Deposit), and 
Cheadle Railway. 

Gas AND Waters OrpErs ConFIRMATION. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Brt1s.—Nettlebridge Valley Railway, Tees 
Conservancy, Market Deeping Railway, Midland Railway, 
London and North-Western and Furness Railway Com- 
panies, Wigan Junction Railways, and Bangor Local Board. 

BILL PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE. 
Mepicat Act, 1858, AMENDMENT. 
BILL REFERRED TO SELECT COMMITTEE. 
TELEGRAPHS. 
JUNE 4.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

PrrvaTe Bitts.—Lord Staflord’s Estate, Great Eastern 
and Bury St. Edmund’s and Thetford Railway Companies, 
and Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway. 

Locan Government Provisional Orpers (Drorrwicu, 
&c.). Exemenrary Epvucation ProvistonaL Orpers 
ConFirMATION (MIcKLEOVER). 

BILLS PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE. 

Pustic Heatrn Acr (1875) AmenpMent. Mertropous 
IMPROVEMENT PRovISIONAL ORDERS ConFIRMATION (Bows 
MAN’S-BUILDINGS, MaryLepong, &c.). Gas AND WATER 
Oxpers ConFIRMATION. 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bu.ts.—Great Eastern Railway, Staines and 
West Drayton Railway, Great Northern Railway (Spalding 
to Lincoln), London and North-Western Railway 
(Wortley to Leeds, &c.), and London and South-Western 
Railway. 

HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
MAY 30.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Black ool Pier, Corporation of London 
(Various Powers), Dover and Deal Railway, Dublin Central 
Tramways, Grand Junction Water, Great Eastern Railway 
(General Powers), Great Southern and Western Railway, 
Hounslow and Metropolitan Railway, Llanelly Harbour and 
Burry Navigation Commissioners, Metropolitan Board of 
Works (Plamstead-common), Metropolitan District Rail- 
way, Metropolitan Inner Circle Completion Railway, Navan 
and Kingscourt Railway, Newhaven Harbour and Dock, 
Pontypridd, Caerphilly, and Newport Railway, and South- 
Eastern Railway. 

MAY 31.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bu.1s.—Bournemouth Gas and Water, Rosebush 
and Fisbguard Railway, Swansea Improvements and Tram- 
ways, and Thames Conservancy. 

JUNE 3.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitus.—Banbury and Cheltenham Direct Rail- 
way, Manchester Suburban Tramways, Metropolitan Rail- 
way, Neath Harbour Commissioners, Princetown Railway, 
Sleaford Navigation, Stockton-on-Tees Quay and Markets. 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Excuraver Bonps (No. 2). 
BILL PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE. 

Prer axp Hanpovr Oxpers Oonryrmmation (No. 1). 








Pew Orvers, Ete. 


The Gazette of May 31 coutains an Order in Council 
directing that the county of Surrey shall be divided into two 
coroners’ districts, to be called the Fastern and Westera 
districts, and to comprise respectively the parishes, townshi 
and places, specified in the order ; and further directing that 
the court for the election of a coroner for the Eastern 
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shall be holden at Croydon in such district: and that the 
for the election of a coroner for the said Western dis- 

trict shall be holden at Guildford in such district. 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

June 11.—Messrs. DenENHAM, Tewson, & FARMER, at the 
Mart, at 2 p.m., freehold and leasehold properties (see adver- 
tisements. p. 13, June 1, and p. 3, this week). 

June 12.—Messrs. BAXTER, Patnz, & Leppen, at the Mart, at 
2p.m., freehold properties, (see advertisements, p. 4, this 


week). 
June 12.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, Extts, CLARK, & Co., at 
the ‘—- t, p-m., freehold properties (see advertisements, 
9, June 1). 
Pia 12 —Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovsrtE xp, at the Mart, at 
2p.m., freehold properties (see advertisements, p. 616, June 


1). 

ja 12.—M. F. StarnHam Hopson, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
freebold property (see advertisements, p. 3, this week). 
june 13.—Messrs. DEEks, Gipss, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Ty and leasehold properties (see advertisements, p. 616, 

une 1). 

June 13.—Mesers. PRickETT, VENABLES, & Co,, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., freehold and leasehold properties (see advertise- 
ments, p. 615, June 1). 

June 14.—Messrs. DrivER & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., free- 
hold property (see advertisements, p. 615, June 1). 

June 14.—Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2 p.m., freehold and leasehold properties (see adver- 
tisements, p. 3, this week). k 








At the meeting of shareholders of the Queen Insurance 
Company the twentieth annual report was presented. It 
states that there was no profit in the fire department owing 
to the large fire in St. John, New Brunswick, but the net 

iums show an increase of £47,000 over the previous 
year. In the life department the premium income amounted 
to £52,383, and the claims paid £29,165. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 








BIRTHS, : 
ge epee tape g | 31, at Napoleon-villa, Wellington-road, 
N.W., the wife of Walter Annis Attenborough, barrister-at- 
law, of a daughter. 
Dynz—May 29, at Coombe House, Hampstead-lane, Highgate, 
the wife of John Bradley Dyne, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
Gwynn—May 29, at 35, Cornwallis-crescent, Clifton, the wife 
of H. T. M. C. Gwynn, solicitor, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES. 


Curtis—BIGNELL—June 1, at St. Saviour’s, Paddington, 
Charles John Curtis, of 4, South-square, Gray’s-inn, solicitor, 
to Emma Alice, daughter of Robert Richard Bignell, of Stile 
Hall, Kew-bridge. 

2, lg peered id 29, at Madras, Thomas Weir, M.C.S., 
Acting Registrar High Court, to Alice Mary, eldest daughter 
of the Hon. Mr. Justice Kernan, 

DEATHS. 

Gurney—May 31, at 8, Kensington Palace-gardens, the Right 
Hon. Russell Gurney, Q C., M.P., aged 73. 

PrckHaM—June 8, at his residence, 21, Guildford-street, Rus- 
sell-square, Robert Peckham, of Doctors’-commons, aged 55, 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Farivar, May 31, 1878. 
Limirep tn Caancery. 
Association of Land Financiers, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
(eventos May 30, directed to be heard before V.C, Hall on June 7. 
orris and Co, Bedtord row, solicitors for the petitioner 
Hafod Lead Mining Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts and cl ims tolGeorge Tempany Smith, Aberytsawith, 
he official liquidator, Thursday, July 11, at 19, is appointed for 
hearing and adjndicating upon the debts and claims 
Peninsular Company, Limited,—Petition for winding Up, presented 
May 27, directed to be heard before V.C, Malina, on June 2), 
Mathews, Cannon at, solicitor for the petitioner 
Whittington and Shoepbridge Colliery Company, Limited.—Petition 
for winding up, presented May 40, directed to be heard before the 
MLR. on June 22. Munton and Morris, Lambeth hill, agents for 
Parker and Bratlsford, Sheffield, solloitors for the petitioners 
runapay, June 4, 1878, 
: Limirep in Omanorar, 
Darer’s Allerton Oniliegien, fg MR. . by ips reday, 
» atl, at his cham! asthe time and place for t= 
Ment of an official liquidator nase 





Sranwakres or Connwatt. 
FripaY, May 31, 1878. a 
New Rosewarne Mining Company.—By an order made by the Vice- 
Warden, dated May 27, it was ordered that the above company 
should be wound up. Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors for the peti- 


mers 

New Wheal Hendra Mining Company.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 29, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the 
Prince’s Hall, Truro, on Saturday, June 8, at 1/.30. Affidavits in- 
tended to be used at the hearing, in opposition to the petition, must 
be filed at the registrar’s office, Truro, on or before June 5, and 
notice thereof must at the same time be given to the petitioners or 
their solicitors. Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors for the petitioners 

South Wheal Margaret Mining Company.—Petition for winding up, 
presented May 29, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at 
the Prince’s Hall, Truro, on Saturday, June 8, at 11. Affidavite in- 
tended to be used at the hearing, in opposition to the petition, must 
be filed at the registrar’s office, Truvo, on or before June 5, and 
notice thereof must at the sams time be given to the petitioners or 
their solicitors. Ho2g2 and Co. Truro, solicitors for the petitioners 

CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
Fruway, May 31, 1878. 

Bankwood Spinning and Doubling Company, Limited.—Creditors are 
required, on or before June 28, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims to Harry Wilson Adam- 
son, Norfolk st, Manchester, the official liquidator. Thurday, June 
18, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims 

Union Spinning Company, Hindley, Limited.—Creditors are required 
on or before July 2, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims to William Milne, King st, Manches- 
ter, the official liquidator. Monday, July 8, at 11, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, May 3!, 1878. 

Neath and Brecon Railway Provident Society, Neath. May 18 

Olive Branch Amicable Society of United Brothers Society, London 
Tavern, Harwich. May 28 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tvuespay, May 21, 1878. 

Benjafield, Charles, Broughton-under-the-Biean, Kent, Farmer. June 
24, Stringer, New Romney 

Bethell, Rachel, Blackhurst, Tunbridge Wells. July 20. Gush and 
Phillips, Finsbury circus 

Blackhurst, John, Burslem, Stafford, Builder. June 24. Ellis, Burs- 
lem 

Capel, Charles Thomas, Basingstoke, Hants, Licensed Victualler. 
June $. Field, Reading 

Clarke, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Shipowner. July 31. Harle, 
Newcastle- upon-Tyne 

Clarke, Joseph Woodman, Hanley, Stafford, Draper. June20. Heath, 
Hanley 

Cooper, Joshrh, Depighlington, York, Maltster, July 18. Horsfall 
and Latimer, Leeds 

Corrall, George, Mansfield, Clock Maker. June 20, Handley and 
Radford, Mansfield 

Couper, Sarah Annie, Birmingham. Jane 30. Johnson and Co, Bire 
mingham 

Cunliff, James, Handforth, Cheshire, Gent. July 1. Welsh, Man- 
chester 

Draper, Henry William, Cheshunt, Herts, Gent. June #4. Nattand 
Co, Brabant court 

Duncombe, Charies William, Brondesbary rd, Kilburn, Esq. Jane 29. 
McMillin, Bloomsbury square 

Flower, Edward, St Ann’s villas, Notting Hilt. Gent. July 1. Hooper 
and Hetley, Bedford row 

Frith, William, Skegness, Lincoln, Cottager, June 3. Bassitt, Wain- 

t 


flee 

Geldart, John, Ulverston, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. June 1. Park, 
Ulverstone 

Green, William, Handsworth, Stafford, out of business. June 30. 
Johnson and Co, Birmingham 

Grove, Susan, St Ann’s road, New Wandsworth. June 24. Heliderand 
Co, Verulam buildings, Gray’s ina 

Halford, Thomas, Tedmington, Worcester, Gent. June 24. Hobbes 
and Co, Stratford-upon-Avoa 

—- Rebdert, Cropwell Bishop, Notts, Cottager. June 3, Bassitt 

ainfleet 

Lawrence, Richard, Merriott, Somerset, Yeoman. Jare 20. Sparks, 
Crewkerne 

Lawrence, William, New Inn yard, Shoreditch, Licensed Victualler. 
June 29. Wood, Basinghall st 

Lewis, Thomas, Newtown, Moatgomery, Gent. Jane 8. Williams aad 
Co, Newtown 

Mayall, Edmund Lees, Whitehall, Mossley, L hire, Cotton Spi 
June 31. Toy and Broadhurst, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Price, Rev a Llanarth Vicarage, Monmouth. Jaly i, Lewis, 
Crickhowell 

— Ralph, Hexham, Northumberland, Seedsman. Jane 15. Gibson, 

bi 


exham 

Robinson, Joseph Henry, Whitehaven, Gent. July 1, Brockbank and 
Helder, Whitehaven 

Root, Isaac, Castle Hedingham, Essex, Gent, July 1. Rensom, Sad- 


bury 

Scott, John, Whitehaven, Cumberland. Aug 1. Lumb and Howsen, 
Whitehaven 

Sheppard, Richard, Mansfield, Ironmonger. June 20. Handley and 
Radford, Mansfield 

Smith, Charles, Aston New Town, ar Birmingham, Glass foy Mane- 
facturer. July 31, Bdwards, Birminghan 

a ae Caroline, Southsea, Juae 24. Cousins and Burbidge, 

rtamou 
Story, James, Singapore, Mercantile Clerk, June 29, Thomsen and 
entation e Grimeby, Master Mariner, May 27. Graage 
enry, Great Grimsby, Mas! ~ May 2, 

and Wintringham, Great @ rimsby 
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‘Thompson, Charles John, Clifton, Bristol, Gent. July 15. Brittan 
and Co, Bristol 

Walters, John, William, Birmingham, Gent. July 1. Cottrell and 
Son, Birmingham . 

‘Waring, Arthur, Warrington, Sizing Merchant. June 15. Brook, 
Warrington 


ts. 
Fripay, May 24, 1878. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Curths, Otto, and John Ross, Sydenham, Builders. Pet April 15. 
Brougham. June 19 at 12 


Kessissogiu, John, St James st, Commission Agent. Pet May 27. 


Spring-Rice. June 18 at 11 

Verner, Frederick ‘hcoma:, and Charles Augustus Verner, Old Broad 
st, Stock Brokers. Pet May 28. Hazlitt. June 19 at 11.30 

Wand, Williem Othniel, and Frederick Charles Graves, Crown et, 
— st, Lithographers. Pet May 29. Spring-Rice. June 18 at 


White, William Alfred, Queen V'ctoria st, Finaucial Agent. Pet May 

28. Hazlitt, June 19 at 12.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Astbury, Samuel, Underwood, Cheshire, Farmer. Pet May 27. Speak- 
man. Nantwich, June 17 at 10 

Blanchard, jun, Joseph, Birkdale, Lancashire, Builder. Pet May 27. 
Bellringer. Liverpool, June !3 at 12 

Harrison, John Joseph, Coatham, York, Stationer. Pet May 27. 
Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, June i4 at 2.30 

Howe, Jares, Cambridge, Publican. Pet May27. Eaden. Cambridge, 
June il at 11 

Jones, James, Drybrook, Gloucester, Grocer. Pet May 25. Riddiford. 
Gloucester, June 15 at 12 

Mardon, Henry, Ramsgate, Durham, Innkeeper. Pot May 25. Crosby, 
Stockton-on-Tees, June !3 at 2.30 

Mendelssohn, Rudolph, Leeds, Woollen Merchant. Pet May 29. Mar- 
shall. Leeds. July 3 at 11 

Walker, Wiliam, Newington, York, Smack Owner. Pet May 27. Rol- 
lit. Kingston-npon-Holl, June 12 at 3 

Welham. James, Great Yarmouth, Smacksman. Pet May 28. Worl- 
ledge. Great Yarmouth, June 13 at 11 

Wilson, Matthew, Kirkby-Ireleth, Lancashire, Innkeeeper. Pet May 
20, Postlethwaite. June 5 at 2 

TorspaY, June 4, 1878, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debtsto the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Mynn, Willism P de Morley, Saint Stephen’s terrace, South Lam- 

beth, Commercial Traveller. Pet May 30. Murray. June 19 at 


2 
™_— Nathanie!, Queen st, Solicitor. Pet May 31. Pepys. June 21 
at 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Calvert, William, New Ferry, Cheshire, Merchant Tailor. Pet May 21. 
Cooper, Liverpool, June 17 at 12 

Madgett, Timothy, Diss, Norfolk, Ironfounder. Pet May 28, Grimsey. 
Ipswich, June 15 at 12.20 

McNulty, Michael "Joseph, Stepney, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Drysalter. 
Pet May 30. Mortimer. Newcastle. June 15 at 11 

Nicholas, John, Normanton, York, Grocer, Pet May 31. Mason. 
Wakefield, June 17 at 11 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farmar, May 24, 1878, 
Henry, Highbridge, Somerset. April 4 
Tuespay, May 21, 1878. 
Snowdon, John Warry, Leeds, Wool'en Agent. May 28 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Furpay, May 31, 1878. 

Adams, Samuel], Lincoln’s inn fielas, of no occupation, June 11 at 3 
at the Inns of Court Hotel, Lincoln’s inn fields, Hope and Co, 
Euston rd, &t. Pancras 

Ashton, Richard, Lyndon, West Bromwich, Grocer. June 13 at 11 at 
offices of Jackson, High st, West Bromwich 

Atkins, Jobn, Hucknall Torkara, Nottingham, out of business. June 
13 at 11 et offices of Press, Friar lane, Nottingham. Stevenson, 
Nettinghan 

Beer, George, Bideford, Devon, Master Mariner, June 12 at 12 at 
Offices of Rooker and Bazeley, Bridgeland st, Bideford 

Birch, William, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Carrier. Jane 12 at 11 at 
; es of Houseman, Kidderminster rd, Bromsgrove 

Birkett, Jobn, Keighiey, York, Cabinet Maker. Jane 12 at 3 at offices 
of Cooke, Bow st, Keighley 

Booth, Thomas, Heckmondwicke, York, Tobacconist, Jane 13 at 11 at 
offices of Milnes, New st, Haddersfield 

Bradbury, John, Broadheath, Chester, Pig Dealer. June 18 at 3 at 
offices of Evans, Albert sq, Manchester 

Brain, William, Fenton, Stafford, Grocer. June 11 at 11 at 23, Com- 
merce st, Longton. Adderley and Marfleet 

Broughton, William, Billes¢on, Leicester, Cab Proprietor. June 17 at 
3 at offices of Wright, Be'votr st, Leicester 

Carberry, Patrick, Wigan, Shocmaker. Jane 20 at 10 at offices of Lees, 
King st, Wigan 

Carr, William, Guisborough, York, Schoolmaster. June 7 at 2 at 

of Maniland, Shaloner st, Guisborough 

Carter, Matthew, Norton, nr Doneaster, Tailor. June 13 at 3 at offices 
of Binns, Pig Tree chambers, Sheffield 

+ Samnucl, Dodliey, Worceeter, Iron Founder, June 13 at 12 
at offices of Tinaley, Priory st, Dud 

Chatwin, Thomas, Frankton, Warwick, Builder. June l4at3 at the 
Castle Hote!, Coventry. Overell and Son, on 

Chudleigh, Thomas, Newton Abbott, Devon, Builder. June J4 at 19.20 
at offices of Ard-ew, Bedford circas, Exeter, Watts, Mewton Abbott 

Ciitl, Mary, Nottingham, Cab Pr . June 17 at I at offices of 
Whittingham, Exchange walk, Nottingham 

Corbett, William, and ancer MecClymont, Redcliffe-gardens, South 
Komington, Ualiders. Jane 14 at 12 at the Inns of Conrt Howl, 
Lineoin’s inn fields. Lawrence and Co, Old Jewry chambers 


Riteon, C 





Cocker, Elizabeth, Bristol, Beer Retailer, June 13 at 2 at offices of 
Sibley, Exchange West, Bristol 

Coulson, Robert, Scarborough, Corn Dealer. June 11 at 1.30, at the 
Scawin’s Hotel, York. Williamson, Scarborough 

Croft, Maay, Huddersfiell. June 12 at 3 at offices of Barker and Sons, 
Huddersfield 

Crossby, Joseph Parker, Thornton, York, Surgeon. June 13 at $ at 
olfices of Hardwick, Infirmary st, Leeds 

Crowhurst, Edward, and William Peckover, Stockwell rd, Brixton, 
fam. June 17 at 3 at 145, Cheapside. Haigh and Agar, Greg 

am st 

Curle, James, London place, London Fields, Glass Bottle Manufacturer, 
Inne 7 at 4 at offices of Ogle, Worship st, Finsbury sq 

Dewar, Joseph Daniel, Newcestle-upon-Tyne, Jeweller. Jnne 14 at 
at offices of Taylor, Grey et, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Dixey, George William, Rayleigh, Essex, Butcher. June 15 at 12,30 
at the Crown Inn, Rayleigh. Arthy, Rochford 

Dixon, John Foster, Lerds, Wholesale Druggist. June 11 at 2 at 90, 
Albion st, Leeds. Simpson and Burrell 

Dodds, John Foster, Newcastle-uvon-Tyne, out of business, Sodg 
Water Mannfacturcr. June 12 at 2 at offices of Joel, Newgate st, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Donohue, Thomas Joseph, M - June 13 at 8 at 
the Commercial Hotel, Brown st, Manchester. Stevenson, Mancheg 


heat, h cat 





qer 
Dowling, Wi'liem, Jarrow-on-Tyne, Durham, Painter. June 13 at2 
at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upos-Tyne 
Dowthwaite, Robert, Kirkland, Westmoreland, Provision Dealer, 
June 24 at 11 at offices of Moser and Sons, Stricklandgate, Kendal 
Drew, Edward Arthur, Upper Whitecross st, Wholesale Leather 
Merchant. June 14 at 2 at otfices of George, Finsbury place. Garrod, 
Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 
Drury-Lowe, Richard Curzon Sherwin, Supperton, nr Cirencester, 
Farmer. June 17 at 3 at offices of Andrews and Masons, Ironmonger 
lane. Green and Cheese, Warwick st, Charing Cross 
Eccles, Joseph, Tranmere, Cheshire, Coal Mervhant. June 12 at 3 at 
effices of Thompson, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 
Faija, Richard Ferdinand, Hunley st, Tottenham court rd, Theatrical 
Manager. June 15 at 11 at offices of Caster, Old Jewry chambers 
Farrand, Edwin, Nottingnam, ont ofbusiness. June 14 at 12 at offices 
of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 
Fells, William, Ecyington, Derby, Butcher, June i8 at ;11 at offices 
of Cowdell, High st, Chesterfield 
Feltham, John Frederick, London, Norfolk, Merchant. June 13 at3 
at offices of Oveibury and Gilbert, Upper King st, Norwich 
Fleetwood, Charles John, York, Aerated Water Manufacturer. June 
11 at 1.39 at the Scawin’s Hotel, York, Williamscn, Scarborough 
Gard, Frederick, Olney st, Walworth rd, Hackney Carriage Proprietor, 
Jane 8 at 12 at offices of Hutchinson, Gresham buildings, Guildhall 
Geldert, George, Sheffield, Timber Merchant, June 14 at 3 at offices 
of Banns, Fig Tree chamber-, Sheffield 
Gibbons, George. Midoleton, Northampton, Carpenter. June 20 at Il 
at the George Inn, Market Harborough. Flewker and Page, Wolrere 
hampton 
Gilpin, Henry, Newcastle-epon-Tyne, Auctioneer. June 17 at II at 
ottices of Keenlyside and Forster, St John’s chambers, Grainger st 
west, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Gleig, Major Henry Lockhart, Mableton place, Burton crescent, Major 
Retired List, Bengal Army. June 22 at lat offices ot Smith, Gres- 
ham Honse, Old Broad st 
Glennon, William Wilson, Royton, Lancashire, Builder. June 15 at3 
at 22, George st, Oldham. Costerton, Manchester 
Goodall, James, Dewsbury, Cloth Fuller. June 18 at 10.39 at offices of 
Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 
Goodspeed, Frederick, Union st, Southwark, Grocer. June 1] at 3 at 
offices of Cooper and Co, King’s Arms yard, Coleman st. Hicks, 
Globe rd, Mile Eve 
Gouge, William Frederick, Strood, Kent, Saddler. June 13 at 3 at tha 
Bull Wotel, Rochester. Mitchell, Rochester 
Green, William, Leeds, Machinery Broker. June 12 at 3 at 70, Albion 
st, Leeds, Eddison 
Gregory Thomas Rodger, end Robert Scovell, Love lane, Southwark, 
Bleck Lead Manufacturers. June 17 at 3 at offices of Cooper aud Co, 
George st, Mansion House. Hol/ams and Co, Mincing lans 
Griffiths, David, Aberdare, Draper. June 15 at 11 at offices of 
Richards, Canon st, Aberdare 
Haberfield, Charles, North Newton, Somerset, Farmer. Jane 18 at 12 
at offices of Reed and Cook, King sq, Bridgewater 
Haigh, William Henry, and Tom Haigh, Holbeck, Leeds, Dyers, 
June 13 at 2 at the Que‘n’s Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. Rider 
Hancox, Thomas, King’s Heath, Worcester, Builder. June 11 at |2 at 
offices of Southall and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Harris, James Holt Heron, Tattentiall, Chester, Cheese Factor. June 
14 at 12 at offices of Charton, Eastgate buildings, Chester 
Harvey, George, Felthorpe, Norfolk, Farmer. June 15 av 12 at offices 
of Emerson, Rampant Lorss st, Norwich 
Harvey, Thomas, Gossett st, Bethnnl Green rd, Timber Merchant. 
June 11 at 11 at offices of Coliiard, Skinner's piace, Queen Victoria 
st. Truefitt and Gane, Bishopsgate st 
Hicks, Robert, York, out of businest, Jane 13 at 13 at the Crown 
Hotel, Micklegate. Thompson, jun, Lendal 
Hirst, Joseph Dyson, Blackburn, Tailor. June 14 attl at offices of 
Tatterssll, Blackburn 
Holland, William Hope, Manchester, Baker. June 18 at 3 at offices of 
Hankinson, Queen’s chambers, John Dalton st, Manchester 
Holt, Jobn, Heckmondwike, York, Eating house Kveper. June 12 at 
3 at 7, Exchange buildings, Bailey. Wooler, Batley 
Howroyd, Clifford, and ward Howroyd, Batley Carr, York, 
Piasterers, June 11 at 3 at offices of Ibberson, Westgate, Dewsbury 
Hucknal!, George, Nottingham, Agent, June 24 at 3 at offices of Lees, 
jan, Middle pavement, Nottingham : 
Jack, James, Manchester, Painter, Jane 17 at 3 at offices of Bond and 
Sor, envon st. Manchester 
Jay, Francis, Horcas'le, Lincoln, Watchmaker. June 12 at 2 at offices 
of Page, jan, Finxengste, Lineola 
Jefferies, Henry Kaward, Oamden rd, Stationor, June 13 at? at 
peary ‘of Buller and Bickley, Bennett's hill, Birmingham, Collins 
and 
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Richard, and John Jervis, Falcon sq, Alderegats st, Fanoy 


“Warehousemen. July 4 at 11 at 111, Cheapside. Lumley and 


Lamley, Old Jewry chambers 
Jewseu, George, Kingston-upon-Hull, Merchants’ Clerk. June 10 at 
2 at offices of Laverack, Land of Green Ginger, Kingston-upon- 


C) 
Kent, John, Broughton, Lancashire, Commission Agent, June 27 at 3 
at the Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Tremewen, Man- 


cbester j 

Kershaw, Edward, Millbridge, Birstal, Shoemaker. June 14 at 11 at 
offices of Sykes, Ings grove, Heckmondwike 

Land, Joseph, and James Havelock Land, Bradford, Waste Dealers. 
June 13 at 11 at offices of Peel ard Grant, Chapel lane, Bradford 

‘Lenglet, Gustave, Nottingham, Dye Manufacturer. June 5 at 11 at 

f of Press, Friar lane, Nottingham. Stevenson, Nottingham 

Lewis, David, Aberdare, Tailor. June 13 at 12 at offices of Beddoe, 
Canon et, Aberdare 

Ligeins, Henry, Kingston-upon-Hull, Cooper. June 12 at 11 at offices 
of Shackles and Son, Land of Green Ginger, Kingston-upon-Hall 

Lipscomb, Robert, Pond Farm, East Peckham, Farmer. June 11 at 11 
at the Corn Exchange, Tonbridge. Stenning, Tonbridge 

Livingston, Peter, Bradford, Woollen Draper. June 12 at 4 at offices 
of Atkinson, Tyrrell st, Bradford 

Marks, Philip, and Philip Marks, jun, Vicar’s Croft, Leeds, Fruit 
— June 11 at 11 at offices of Hardwick, Infirmary st, 

s 

Marsh, Henry, West Bromwich, Shopkeeper. June 17 at 10.15 at 
offices of Jackson, High st, West Bromwich 

Mason, Edmund, Nottingham, butcher. Juue 25 at 3 at offices of 
Lees, jun, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Mason, Thomas, Liverpool, Timber Merchant. June 13 at 3 ut offices 
of Tomkins, Lord st, Liverpool 

Mayall, Charles, Oldham, Cotton Waste Dea'er. June 17 at 3 at 
6, Yorkshire st, Oldham. Pousonby and Carlile, Oldham 

McCool, John, Blackheath hill, Greenwich, Marine Engineer. June 
13 at 3 at offices of Christmas, Walbrook 

MacLaren, John Francis, Liverpool, Underwriter. June 19 at 2 at 1, 
South John st, Liverpool. Brabner and Court, Liverpool 

Merrifield, Benjamin, Lambeth walk, Tailor. June 13 at 3 at offices 
of Silvester and Co, Great Dover st 

Miller, William Calver, Great Yarmouth, Hair Drasser. June 17 at 12 
at offices of Ferrier, Hall Quay, Great Yarmouth 

Millward, John, and Aaron Miles, Nottingham, Grocers. June 14 at 
8 at officus of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Milner, John, Barrow-in-Furness, Ale Merchant. June 13 at 11 
atthe Imperial Hotel, Cornwallis st, Barrow-in-Furness. Thomp- 


son 
Mitchell, William, Kidsgrove, Stafford, Clogger. June 12 at 11.15 at 
offices of Pointon, Market st, Kidsgrove 
Mobbs, Thomas, Great Yarmouth, Butcher. June 24 at 12 at offices of 
Rayson, Regent st, Great Yarmouth 
Moore, Georgo James, Wisbech, Cambridge, Commission Agent. 
June 12 at ilat 1, Bridge st, Wisbech. Welchman and Carrick, 
Wisbech 
Oldham, George Unsworth, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Wholesale 
Grocer. June 20 at 3 at offices of Brown and Ainsworth, St Peter’s 
gate, Stockport 
Parsons, Frederick William Hobson, Willsbridge, Gloucester, 
Accountant. June 8 at 11 at offices of Martin, All Saints’ court, 
Exchange, Bristol 
Pearson, William, Felling, Durham, Draper. June 12 at 2 at offices of 
Pybus, Dean st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Pedder, Frederick, Stony Stratford, Buckingham, Wine Merchant. 
June 11 at 3 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Linco!n’s inn fields. Becke, 
Northampton 
Pinder, John, Kingston-upon-Hu!l, Irenmonger. June 7 at 3 at 
offices of Chambers, Scale lane, Kingston-upen-Hull 
Plowman, Henry, Albert terrace, Finchiey, Piumber. June 13 at 11 
at offices of Russel, Coleman st 
Plowright, John, Oakham, Rutland, Tinman. June 14 at 11 at offices 
Law, St Mary’s place, Stamford 
"en, William, Stanley, Durham, Tailor. June 12 at 2 at offices of 
allace, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Raffles, William Winter, Liverpool, Coiton Broker. June 20 at 2 at 
in ~~! aauaaaes Rooms, Cook st, Liverpool. Norris and Sons, 
v6 
Raw, , Jotn Anthony Raw, and James Raw. Bradford, 
Worsted Spinners, Jnne 11 at 10 at offices of Berry and Robinson, 
Charles st, Bradford 
Rees, William Handcock, Middlesborough, Timber Merchant. June 
lg at 2 at offices of Wallace, Hutton chambers, Pilgrim st, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne 
Richards, Enoch Thomas, Prypool, Kingston-upon-Hull, Shoemaker. 
June 12 at | at offices of Priestman, New st, Leicester 
son, Henry, Gosport, Bootmaker. June 17 at 123 at offices of 
Harlow, Southampton buildings, Holborn. Shutts and Nockolds, 
Portsmouth 
Ricketts, Robert George, York terrace, Commercial rd East, Coal 
Merchant, Jane 8 at 2 at Ridler’s Hote), Holborn. Hope, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ridgway, John, Belford, Northumberland, Boot Maker, June 12 at 12 
at do of Dunlop, Quay Walls, Berwick-upon-Tweed 
Roy, William, Ipswich, Fishmonger. June 12 at 2 at offices of Mills, 
Elm st, Ipswich 
Schweitzer, Henry William, and Theodor Louis Schweitzer, Bristol, 
Ship Chandlers, June 14 at 2 at offices of the Bristol and West of 
land Merchants’ Association, Broad st, Mristol. Salmon, Bristol! 
Sellars, William, the elder, Rawmarsh, York, Farmer. Jane 19 at 11 
at the Ship Hote!, Rotherham, Oxley and Co, Rotherham 
rimpton, John, Little Moorfields, Snddlers’ Factor, June 12 at 3 
at the City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st, Mason, Gresham st 
Slater, James, Bla 1, Auctioneer, June 18 at 3 at offices of 
MeKwen, Lloyd st, Manchester 
Smart, William, Trent, Bridge, Nottingham, Contractor, June 21 at 
es at offices of Briitio, St Peter's chambers, St Peter's gate. Notting- 
m 


uel, Snarestone, Leicester, Farmer, Jane 7 at 2 at the 


Southwell, Alfred, Wisbech St Peter’s, Cambridge, Baker. June 20 at 

11 at the Public Hall, Wisbech St Peter’s. Dawbarn and Wise, Mareh 

Spracklin, James, Harwich, Essex, Innkeeper. June 13 at 12 at offices 

of Middleton and Marsha!!, Church st North, Colchester 

Stohmano, Jean Marie Heinrich, Ernest Krausbaar, and Adolf 

Stohmann, Merchants. June 19 at 12 at offices of Crump and Son, 

Philpot lane 

Stone, John, Radnage, Buckingham, Butcher. June 20 at3 at offices 

of Parker and Son, Easton st, High Wycombe 

Stubbs, James, Congleton, Chester, Innkeeper. June 12 at 11 at offices 

of Cooper, West st, Congleton 

Swindell, Thomas, Salford, Lancashire, Grocer. Jane 19 at 3 at 4, 

Piccadilly, Manchester. Farrington, Manchester 

Tennant, Christopher, Marlow Hall, York, Farmer. Juneyl4 at 2.30 
at offices of Robinson and Robinson, Keighley 

Thomas, Jonothan, Cymmer, Glamorgan, Spirit Dealer. June 13 at 
10 at offices of Rosser, High st, Pontypridd 

Thompson, John, Newport, Monmonth, Innkeeper. Jane 12 at 12 at 
offices of Oliver, Albion chambers, Newport 

Thompson, Stephen Chesters, Hanley, Stafford, General Dealer. June 
10 at 3 at offices of Ashmall, Cheapside, Hanley 

Threlfell, James, Bolton, L hire, Shopkeeper. June 11 ‘at'3 at 

offices of Scowcroft, Townhall sq, Bolton 

Thurgar, William Thomas, ard Henry Robert Pearson, Eaton, Nor- 

wich, School Proprietors. Jane 11 at 12 at offices of Stanley, Bank 

Plain, Norwich 

Tims, Samuel, Leicester, Boot Manufacture. June 17 at 3 at offices of 
Shires, Market st, Leicester 

Walker, Henry, Leeds, Butcher. June 13 at 3 at offices of Simpson 
and Burrell), Albion st, Leeds 

Wallace, Robert Outram, Lancaster rd, Notting Hill, Gentleman. June 
22 at 1.30 at offices of Norman, Old Bond st 

Wallett, Walter Douglas, America sq, Provision Merchant. June 17 
at 3 at offices of Stibbard and Co, Leadeahall st 

Ward, Edmund, Stockton-on-Tees, Draper. June 12 at 11 at the Ians 
of Coart Hotel, Holborn. Draper, Stockton-on-Tees 

Wardle, Richard, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Licensad Victualler. Jane 
17 at 2 at offices of Keenlyside and Forster, 8 John’s chambers, 
Grainger st West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Waring, Amos, Crackenedgs, Dewsbury, Nail Manufacturer. Jane 13 
at 10.30 at offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 

Warrington, George, Leek, Stafford, Butcher. June 17 at 19 at offices 
of Challinor and Co, Derby st, Leek 

White, William, Belgrave, Leicester, Boot and Sho> Manufacturer. 
June 13 at 12 at offices of Fowler and Co, Friar lane, Worcester 

Williamson, Henry, East Halton, Lincola, Butcher. June 12 at 12 at 
the Yarborough Ian, Ulcaby Station, Lincolm. Stevenson, and 
Mountaia 

Wilson, Alfred, Everton, Nottingham, Shoemaker. June 14 at 11 at 
offices of Marshal! and Co, Chipel gate, East Retford 

Wilson, Thomas, Leeds, Draper. June 1! at 3 at offices of Marshall 
and Co, Chapel gate, East Retford 

Wolfie, Ferdinand, Walworth rd, Surrey, Watchmaker. June 7 at 3 
at offices -f Bath and Son, King William st. Chipperfield, Trinity st, 
Southwark 

Wood, James, New Swindcn, Earthenware Dealer. June 13 at 12 at 
the Great Western Hotel, New Swiadon, Foreman, Swindon 

Wooldridge, John, Bexley Heath, Kent, Baker. June 17 at 2 at offices 
of Feast, Mincing lane. Pettiver, College st, College hil! 

Wynn, Jonn, Cheltenham, Gasfitter. June 14 at 12 at offices of Regent 
st, Cheltenham. Chesswyre 

Yardley, Thomas William, Donisthorpe, Leicester, Joiner. June 13 
at 11 at the C/arendon Hotel, Station st, Derby. Wilson, Burten-on- 
Trent 





Tvespay, June 4, 1871. 

Adame, Samuel, Lincoln's-inn-fields, no occupation. June 12 at 3 
at the Inns of Court Hotel, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Hoye and Co, 
Euston rd, St. Pancras 

Adams, Samuel, jun., Ryecroft, Ashton-under-Lyne, Drysalter. Jane 
17 at 3 at the Commercial Hotel, Old st, Ashton-under-Lyne. 
Coates, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Amphlett, William, Worcester, Plamber. Jane 14 at 2 at offices of 
Allen and Beauchamp, Sansome-place, Worcester 

Baldwin, William, Chadsmoor, Stafford, out of business. June 20 at 
11 at the Royal George Hotel, Willenhall. Vaughan 

Ball, George, Neath, Glamorgan, House Decorator. June 17 at 12 at 
Dyffryn-chambers, Neath. Kempthorne and Son 

Barber, David, Deptford, Kent, Lightermaa. June 14 at 3 at offices of 
Cooper, Chancery-lane 

Barner, Thomas, Bolton, Wess Derby, near Liverpool, Umbrella 
Manufacturer. June 20 at 2 at offices of Williams, Lord st, Liver- 


1 

Batty, Samuel, Dukenfield, Chester, Draper, Jane 17 at 3 at offices of 
Bradbury, Townhall-chambers, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Beck, Thomas, Liverpool, Draper. June 15 at 12 at offices of Sebright 
Green, Clayton sq, Liverpool 

Benns, Philip, Middleton, Saffolk, Farmer. June 24 at 2 at the White 
Hart Hotel, Saxmundham. Wiltshire, Great Yarmouth 

Best, James Rodger, Great St. Helen's, Ship Broker. June 25 at ll at 
oftices of Sith, Gresham House, Old Broad st 

Bishop, William, Frederick st, Hampstead rd, House Decorator. June 
15 at 10 at offices of Goatly, Trinity st, Borough é 

Bonsor, Barthrop, Manchester, Merehant. June 20 at 3 at oilices of 
Wade, Guthrie, and Co,, Marsden st, Manchester. Adileshaw and 
Warburton, Manchester 

Boultby, Samuel, Notdogham, Furniture Dealer. June 24 at 1 at 
offices of Joseph Press, Friar-lane Nottingham. Stevenson, Notting- 
ham 

Boyce, Frederick, and Edward Boyce, New Barset, Hertford, Builders. 
June 17 at 3 at olfices of Houghton and Byfield, Gracechureh st 

Bregg, Robert, Priestgate, ——— Feaiterer, Jame 15 at 10 at 
Cricee Ore iilcknan, Kinqeteerapee-Wall, Step Monohhetarer 

Brewster, George Hickman, Kingston-upon-Hall, mafac rarer, 
June 14 at 3 at offices of Benjamin Pickering, Parliament st, Kiags- 
ton-upon-Hull, Frost and Dawson . 

Brickell, Thomas Gouklen, Bonverie rd, Stoke Newington, Bailter, 
June 18 at 1 at offtves of Miles, Barclay, and Oo., Coleman st, 





Spencer, Sam 
Royal Hotel, shby-de-la-Zouch, Smith and Mammatt, Ashby-de- 
Zouc 


Walker, Kingy’s Arms-yard, Moorgate at 
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Brain, James, Alkborough, Lincoln, Farmer. June 19 at 1 at the 
George Hotel, Kingston-upon-Hull. Mason, Barton-upon-Humber 
Chapman, Arthur, and Samuel Georze Sutton, Rhodesweil rj, Lime- 
honse, Engineers. June 17 at 2 at the Bridge House Hotel, Borough 
Heghst. Hicklin and Washington, Trinity sq, Southwark 

Church, Mary, Birmingham, Milliner. June 18 at 11 at offices of Bur- 
man and Crompton, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Cohen. Jacob, Cheetham, Lancaster, Jeweller. June 18 at 3 at offices 
of Gardner, Cooper st, Manchester 

Colb ro, Samuel, Stoke’s Croft, Bristol, Bookse'ler. June 14 at 3 at 
offices of William Trieks, Son, and Co., City-chambers, Nicholas st, 
Bristol. Clifton, Bristol 

Collinson, George Young, Horstead, Norfolk, Farmer. June 15 at 3 
at offices of Emerson, Rampant Horse «t, Norwich 

Cooper, Matthew, York, Saddler. June 21 at 12 at offices of Wilkinson, 
St Helen’s sq, Yerk 

Cowper, William, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, Builder. June 
18 at 3 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburtou, Norfolk st, Man- 
chester 

Crabtree, John, Walsden , Lancashire, Manufactaring Chemist. June 
19 a! 2 at offices or Tyre and Co, North John st, Liverpool 

Craven, John, Gomersall, York, Plumber. June 19 at 11 at offices of 
Cater, Piecehall yard, Bradford 

Culpeck, Josiah, Long lane, Bermondsey, Fellmonger. June 19 at 12 
at offices of Bath and Son, King William st. Bridger and Collins, 
King William st é 

Curtis, William, Northampton, Draper June 20 at 1 at the Guildhall 
Coffee house, Greshamst. Wright, Leicester 

Dovey, Edward, Birmingham, Timber Dealer. June 18 at 12 at 44, Ann 
st, Birmingham. Copner ; : 

Dunn, John, Filey, York, Grocer. June 20 at 3 at offices of Richard- 
son, Market place, Bridlington 

Dyer, George, Regent st, Jeweller. Jane 13 at 12 at Ashley’s Covent 
garden Hotel, Henrietta st, Covent garden. Button and Co, Henri- 
ettr st 

Eales, William, Great bridge, West Bromwich, Saddler. June 17 at3 
at offices of Travis, Church lane, Tipton 

Edwsrds, James Edward, Rock Ferry, Cheshire, Butcher. June 18 at 
2 at the Ranelagh Hotel, Market st; Birkenhead. Parkinson, Liver- 

ool 

Ellis, Edward, Abergele, Denbigh, Wheelwright. June 21 at 12 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Chester. Williams, Khyl ‘ 

Evans Evan, Cardigan, Licensed Victualler. Jnne 13 at 10.30 at offices 
of Mitchell, Finch sq, Cardigan. Evans, Carmarthen 

French, John, Commercial st, Spita'fiel’s, Leather Merchant. June 
20 at 12 at offices of Shearman, Gresham st 

Fuilman, George Walter, Slater st, Bethnal green, Shopman. June 
21 at 4 at*offices of Podmore, Great Swan alley, Moorgate st 

Gawthorn,j Benjamin, Shipley, York, Draper. June 14 at 3 at offices 
cf Berry and Robinson, Charles st. Bradford 

Greenwood, John, Hoxton sq, Hoxten, Marbie Mason. June 14 at 10 
at offices of Steadman and Walton, Hoxton sq 

Griffith, Jobn, Carnarvon, Ship Builder June 15 at3at offices of 
Jones and Roberts, Church st, Carnarvon 

Gwyther, Peregrine, Saundersfoot, Pembroke, Boct Manufacturer. 
Jane 12 at 11 at offices of Lascelles, Narberth 

Haines, William John, Mortlake, Livery Stable Keeper. Juee 17 at 3 
at offices of Anderson and Sons, Ironmonger lane 

Hall, William Henry Allen, New Bond st, Auctioneer. Juno 17 at 4 
at offices of Noon and Clarke, Blomfie!d st 

Harling, William, Shouldham st, Brranston sq, Telegraphic Engineer. 
June 22 at 1.30 at offices of Brighten avd Parker, Bishopsgate st 
witnont. Norman, Bishopsgate st without 

Harper. Joseph, jun, Handsworth, Stafford, Painter. June 17 at 11.30 
at offices of Jackson, High st, West Bromwich 

Harrlson, John, Cheshire, Sawyer. June 13at 12 at offices of Churton, 
Eastgate buildings, Cheshire 

Haynes, John, Small heath, Birmingham, Coppersmith. June 17 at 
11 at offices of Davies, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Hazlehurst, Jonn, Stockport, Candlewiex Spinner. June 20 at 11 at 
offices of Brown and Ainsworth, St Peter’s gate, Stockport 

Hil), Bennett Marshall, Hartlepool. China Dealer. June 20at 3 at 
offices of Edger, Town wall, Hartlepool 

Huet, Theodore, Greenheys, Manchester, Buyer. June 17 at 3 at offices 
of Cunliffe and Co, Brown st, Manchestez 

Hunt, George, Westhoughton, Lancashire, Carrier. June 17 at 10 at 
offices of Scowcroft, Townhall sq, Bolton 

Ingham, William Fredericz, Leintwardine, Hereford, Builder. June 
22 at 12 at offices of Marston and Sons, Corve st, Ludlow 

Jackson, Charies William, and Joseph Henry Jack-on, Sunderland, 
Timber Merchants. June 17 at 2 at the rooms of the Incorporated 
a Royal arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Smith, North 
Shi-ids 

Jeffrey, Alexander Colquhoun, Liverpool, Provision Merchant. June 
19 at 2 at offices of Coleman, North John st, Liverpool 

Jenkics, Herbert, and Frank Jenkins, Amesbury, Wilts, Marine Store 
Dealers. June 17 at 13 at offices of Nodder, City chambers, 
Salisbary 

John, William, Llanelly, Carmarthex, Draper. June 14 at 11 at offices 
of Howell, Stepney st, Lianelt 

Jones, Henry Vaughan, Mold, Flint, Draper. June 14 at 2,30 at the 
Albion Hotel, Manchester. Roper, Mold 

Jones, Jobn, Aitrincham, Cheshire, Painter. June 18 at 2 at offices 
of Harris, Blue Boar cour:, Manchester 

Jones, John, Mold, Flint, Contractor. June 17 at 2.30 at the Queen 
Hotel, Cheshire 

Jones, Kezia, Dowlais, Glamcergan, Grocer. June 17 at 10 at offices of 
Lewis, Glebeland st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Kempe, William, Waiter Kempe, and Edward Kempe, Leeds, Cloth 
poorer June 15 at 10,30 at offices of Simpson and Burrell, 
Albion st, 


Leeds 

Kettle, Charlies George, Sutherland st, Pimlico, Stockbroker. June 27 
at 2 at offices of Perry, Gnildhali chambers, Basinghall st 

Kirk, John, Nottingham, Hosiery Manufacturer. June 14 at 3 at offices 
Stevenson, Weekday cross, Nottingham 

Klaus, Clemens, ing place, Wandsworth rd, Baker. June 17 at 3 at 
—-* Corn Exchange, Mark jane, Palmer, Charles sq, 

ton 
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Lambert, J:mes, Glenthorne rd, Hammersmith, Builder. June 17 at: 


2 at offices of Edmands, Bedford row 
Levy, Ha:ris, Short st, Stratford, Dairyman. June 1! at 3 at offices 
ot Mardon, Moorgat» st. Cattlin, Wormwood st, Old Broad st 
Lilly, Thomas, Royston, Hertford, Grocer. Juoe 14 at 2.30 at the 
Bull Hotel, High st, Royston. Nash 
Lister, Wiliam, sen, William Liste, jun, David Lister, and Edward) 
Lister, Pal ior, Sunderland, Timber Merchants. June 24 at 11 a 
offices of Skinner, John st, Sunderland 
Livesley, John, Leeds, General Draper. June 17 at 3 at offices of 
Pallan, Bank chambers, Leeds 
Lovegrov+, Thomas Henry, High st, Borough, Licensed Victualler. 
June 26 at 3 at offices of Norman, Old Bond st 
Luke, Edward, St Aastell, Cornwall, Bootmiker, June 13 at 11 at 
Philp’s Quee’s Head Hotel, St Austell. Trevena, Traro 
Manley, Thomas, Wrexham, Wine and Spirit Merchant. June 17 at 
3 at offices of Jones, Henblas st, Wrexham 
Margerison, ‘hirles Williams, Hunslet, Leeds, Clogger. June 14 at 
11 at offices of George Vincent Hanson, Corn Exchange, Leeds 
Mason, George, Camberwell rd, Camberwell, Tarpaulin Manufacturer, 
June 14 at 3 at ottices of Parkes, Beaufort-buildings, Strand 
Medus, William Henry, Fareham, Hants, Draper. June 17 at 1 ab 
145, Cheapside. King, Portsea 
Miller, William, Ha'ton-wall, Tea and Coffe2 Dealer. June 12 at 3 at 
4, Arthur st, East, Lonaon Bridge. May, Sykes, and Batten, 
Adelaide-place, City ” 
Milnes, Thomas, Barnsley, York, Timber Merchant. June 18 at 2 at 
ottices of Gra., Eastga'e, Barnsiey 
Mirfield, Matihnew, tradford, York, Farmer. June 14 at 11 at offices 
of Rawso., George, and Wade, Piccadilly, Bradford 
Morgan, Gritiih, Aberdalais, Gl.morgan, Grocer. June 13 at 1 at 
offices of H. H. Beckingham, Albion-chambers, Broad st, Bristol, 
Leyson, Neatn 
Moss, Henry, Eust rd, City rd, Shoe Manufacturer. June 13 at 2 at 
19, Worship st, Finsbury. Fenton 
Mountford, John, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Coal Merchant, June 14 
at 12 at offices of Smith, Temple st, Birmingham 
Newall, Jo ep, and James Newall, Warrington, Boot Manufacturers, 
June ‘3 at 3 at offices of Davies and Co., Marxet-plac: Warrington 
Newcombe. Maria Ciara, Cotham, Bristol. Jane 17 at 11 at offices of 
Edward Hancock, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol. Broad, Bristol 
Newman, Collett, Gloucester, Horse Dealer. June 12 at 3 at offices of 
Haines, 5t John’s lane, Gloucester 
Ox'ey, Thom.s Godfrey, Rivington st, Shoreditch, Cabinet Maker, 
June 17 at 3 at offices of Mogg, Shoreditch, High st. Clarke, Blom- 
field st 
Pack wood, Laban, Stourbridge, Worcester, Upholsterer. June 17 at 11 
at the Ta bo: Hotel, stourbridge. Collis, Stourbridge 
Pain, Wil iam, North Woolwich, Essex, Oil and Colour Man. June 26 
at 3 at «ffices of Moss, Gracechurch st 
Peake, Wiliam, shrewsdury, Hosier. June 19 at ll at officesof Morris; 
Swan Hill, Snrewsbury 
Pennington, Samucl, Whitehaven, Cnmberland, Earthenware Dealer. 
June 25 at 12 at offices of Atter, New Lowther st, Whitehaven 
Plank, Louisa, Southampton, Hairdresser, June 17 at 12 at 33, Grssham 
st. Watt-, Scuthampton 
Plant, John, Longton, Stafford, Grocer. June 15 at 11 at offices of 
Tennant an1 Co, Cheapside, Henley 
Plant, John Thomas, Risuton, Lancashire, Boot Maker. Junel7 at3 
at offices of Hail and Son, Queen st, Accring'ou 
Psiichard, John, Aston nr Birmingham, Builder. June 21 at 3 at 
offices of Rowiands and Bagnall, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Raiivon, Tomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Licensed Victuallar. June 20 
at 2 at offices of Legge and Denison, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Randle, Willi1m, Manchester, Commission Avent, June 15 at 10 at 
offices of Harris, Biue Boar court, Manchester 
Readings, James Moses, Reading, Coal Dealer. Jane 18 at 11, at offices 
of Tidy and Ov, Friar st, Reading 
Redmen, Wiliam édmund, Longton, St.fford, Builder. June 18 at 
at offices ot Welch, Caroline st, Longton 
Reynolds, William, Tipton, out of busiuess. June 17 at | at offices of 
of Travis, Church lane, Tipton 
Rhodes, John, Wakefield, 8rovision Dealer, June 17 at 3 at Royal 
Hotel, Woud st, Wakefield. Lodge, Wakefield 
Roverts, Henry Somuel, Plymouth, Ship Ageut. June 17 at 12 at the 
Atheneum, A'he:#um st, Plymouth. Pearse‘ Plymouth 
Rooke, George Henry, White Lion st, Islington$ Button Manu;acturer. 
Juse 14 at 3 at 27, Waite Lionst. Kopham, Vincent t rrae 
Rass ll, John Charles, Hostelr’e, Hereford, “armer. June 15 at 11 at 
offices of Jame and Bodenham, St Peter st, Hereford 
Sales, Henry, and Henry Charies Gerard Fincham, Dewsbury, Timber 
Merchants. Jane 17 at 3 at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, 
Kingstun-uen-Hull. Learoyd and Co, Hudd:rsfisid 
Schor:, Friiz Wilhelm, Birminguam, Metal Broker, Jane 18 at 3 at 
offices of Simmons, Bennett’s hill, Birmiugham 
Scothern, William, Fottingham, Fruiterer. June 24 at 11 at offices of 
Press, Friar lane, Nottingham. Stevenson, Nottingham 
Scowcroft, Walter, Bolton, Solicitor. June 18 at 3 at offices of Dawson 
W.od st, Bolton 
Sherratt, Samuel, and William Sherratt, Congleton, Engineers. June 
19 at 11 at the Lion and Swan Hotel, West st, Congleton 
Simmons, Morris, Liverpool, Outfitter. June 34 at 3 at offices of Nor- 
don and Mason, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Slocombe, Albert George, Ashorne, Warwick, Farmcr. June 14 at 12 
at offices of Sanderson, Church st, Warwick 
Smi h, James, High Mains, York, no occupation, June 15 at 12 atthe 
King’s He»d Hotel, Market place, Masham 
Smithers, George, Cannon st, Fishmonger, June 27 at 12 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Philorick, Girder’2 hall 
Soulby, George, Keighley, Wholesale Grocer. June 14 at I1 at offices 
of Wright end Waterworth, Devonshire buildings, Keighley 
Spencer, Maria, King’s Lynn, Dealer in Fancy Goods. June 13 at | at 
offices of Ward, Market place, Kinw’s Lyon 
Taylor, Joseph Hi; de, Cheshire, Wine Merchant. Jane 20 at 3at 
Offices of Hiv! Clarendon place, Hyde 
Taylan, William Henry, Oastiefields, Shrewsbury, Carter. June 14 at 
at the Lion Hotel, Shrewsbury. Kdwards 
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A John, Henshaw, York, Plasterer. June 17 at 3 at offices of EORGE PRICKETT, deceased.—Pursuant to an 


Hewson, East parade, s 

Thompson, Thomas, South Shields, Furniture Broker. June 21 at 2 
at offices of Kewney, Howard st, North Shields 

Tidswell, Anne, Ovenden, nr Halifax, Innbeeper. June 17 at 11 at the 
Brown Cow Hotel, Halifax. Leeming, Halifax 

Travis, uohn, Whiston, nr Pretcot, Grocer. June 14 at 2 at offices of 
Harris, Union court, Castle st, Liverpool 

Trueman, William, Highworth, Wilts, Blacksmith, June 5 at 1 at 

- offices of Barns, Wood st, Swindon 

Turner, George, Birmingham, Gilt Jeweller. June 17 at 3 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Victualler, Samuel, and William Hutchinson, Nottingham, Timber 
Merchants. June 22 at 12 at offices of Brittle, St Peter’s chambers, 
Nottingham 

Warradein, Benjamin, High st, Poplar, out of business. June 13 at 4 
at 19, Worship st, Finsbury. Fenton, Highgate 

Watson, Thomas Storer, Jarrow, Durham, Builder. June 19 at 11 at 
offices of the Incerporated Law Society, Royal arcade, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. Ingledew and Daggett, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Welch, Thomas Alfred, Pembroke, Grocer. June 18 at 11 at offices of 
Collins, Broad st, Bristol. Hulme, Pembroke 

White, Thomas. Birmingham, Brasstounder. June 14 at 3 at offices 
of Walford, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Whitehead, John, Pendleton, Lancashire, Mineral Water Maunfacturer 
Jane 19 at 3 at the Commercial Hotel, Brown st, Manchester. 
Stevenson, Marchester 

Whitaker, Wiliam, Halifax, Watchmaker. Jane 14 at 11.30 atthe 
Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Rhodes, Halifax 

Wigmore, Hastings, Rotherhithe, Corn Chandler. June 17 at 12 at 
the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Cautherley, Philpot lane 

Williams, Charles, Oxford st, Stepney, Working Jeweller. June 13 at 
3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery Jane 

Williams, John, Swansea, Grocer. June 11 at 11 at offices of Thomas, 
York piace, Swansea 

Wright, Joseph, Birmingham, out of business. June 19 at 3 at offices 
of Horton, Imperial chambers, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Young. Thomas, Bristol, Butcher, June 13 at 2 at offices of Pitt, 
Broad st, Bristol. Nash, Bristol , 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aod Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
MICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fist Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CecoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
= Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 








In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZEX & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 


57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless system of adapting 
(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 
ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 
WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS 
192, Fleetestreet, and 1 & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E.C. 


Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s. 


Daart Paper, 5s., 68. 6d., 78. 6d,, 78. 9d., and 9s, 9d. per ream. 
Baur Parxr, 15s, 6d., 178. 6d., and 23s. 6d, per ream. 
P Paper, 10s. 6d., 14s, 6d., and 18s. 6d, per ream. 

Ontan-Latp Nore, 3s., 4%, and 5a. per ream. 

Gangs Caxam-Larp Nore, 45, 6d., 68, 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

Lange Bux Nore, 38, 6d., 4s. 6d., and 68. 6d. per ream. 

PEs, CREAM OR Buus, 33, 9d., 48. 6d., and 6s. 6d. per 1000, 

Tae“ TempLe’’? ENVELOPE, extra secure, 9s. 6d, per 1000, 

AP OrriciaL Envevores, ls, 9d. per 100. . 

Parterpar & Qooren’s Vettum Wove Oxvs-Hover Nore, 9s. 6d. 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthless 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to observe that 
@ach sheet bears the facesimile water-mark, ‘“‘PARTRIDGE & 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HUUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine. 

Re Sxins, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s. 54, each, 28s, per 
+, 1358, per roll, 
Ds on FoLLowers, Ruled, 2s, 1d, each, 24s, perdozen, 115s, per 


Recoaps on Memontats, 8d, each, 7, 6d. per dozen, 
Ledgers, Day Books, Cash Books, Let'er or Minute Books» 
An immense stock in various bin dings, 











Act of Parliament made and passed in the 22nd and 23rd years 
of the reign of her present Mojesty, intituled, “ An Act to farther 
Amend the Law of Property and to relieve Trustees,” notice is- 
hereby given that all creditors and persons having any claims or de- 
mands upon or against the estate of George Prickett, late of No. 62, 
Chancery-lane, in the Connty of Middlesex, and of Maple House, 
Finchley, in the same County, Auctioneer and Surveyor (who died on 
the 8th day of November, 1877, and whose will was proved by Walter 
Bellson Prickett and Edmund Orton Baker, two of ths executors 
therein named, on the 5th day of December, 1877, in the Principal 
Registry of the Probate Division of the High Court of Justice), are 
hereby required to send in the particulars of their claims and demands 
to the said Walter Bellson Prickett, of No. 62, Chancery-lane, afore- 
said, Auctioneer and Surveyor, on or before the 19th day of July next. 
And notice is hereby, also, given that after that day the said executors 
will aye to distribute the assets of the deceased among the parties 
entitled thereto, having regard only to the claims of which the said 
executors shall then have notice, and that they will not be liable for 
the assets or any part thereof so distributed to any person of whose 
debt or claim they sha'l not then have had notice ; and all persons 
owing any money to the Estateof the said George Prickett are requested 
to pay the same on or before the said 19th day of July next to the 
said Walter Beilson Prickett. 

Dated this 5th day of June, 1878, PRICKETT & MYTTON, 3, 
King’s-bench-walk, Temple, Solicitors to the suid Executors. 


EGAL and GENERAL LIEE ASSURANCE 
OFFICE, 
No, 10, Fieet-street, London, E.C, 
June 8th, 1878. 

The Proprietors of this Society are requested to take notice that the 
DIVIDEND for the current year on the Proprietors’ Fund will be 
PAYABLE at this Office on Monday, the Ist day of July next and 
following days between the hours of 11 and 2 o'clock. 

The Transfer Books of the Society wil! be closed from Saturday, the 
15th instant, to Saturday, the 29th instant, both days inclusive, 

By order of the Board, 
£. A. NEWTON, Actuary and Manager. 


UEEN INSURANCE COMPANY. 
TWENTIETH ANNUAL REPORT. 

The Repori and Accounts for the year 1877, presented to the Share- 
holders at the ANNUAL MEETING, on Thursday, 23rd May, 1878, at which 
Bernard Hall, Esq., presided, shewed in the 

FIRE BRANCH, 

That the premiums for 1877 after deducting Re-insurances amounted 
to £450,883, being an increase of £47,068 cver the premium income of 
1876, and the losses to £383.567 (inciuding £127,000 lost in the St. 
John Fire), and that after providing for all liabilities tne Reserves 
stand at £243,441. 

In tHE LIFE DEPARTMENT, ; 

That new policies had been issued for €192,905, and that the Life 
Fund by the additions made to it as the result of the year's operations 
now represents 66°5 per cant. of the entire net premiums received on 
every policy in force. 








A Dividend and Bonus at the rate together of 15 per cent. per ann um 
was declared, after providing for which, 
THE FUNDS 
Will stand as follows: 
Capital Paid-up....co-ssece » \ @aketin tie ene eeninendiiedans ane 
Reserve Fund and Suspensa ACCOURt....cce.ccocccccesseereee 243,441 
Life Assurance Accumulation Fund ....+. ----++ cvccercecce 276,206 
Annuity Fund ......-geccsecscnsccceerscceesssenecs Secrcce 8,587 
The Income of the Company is now £545,433, 
The Company has paid, in satisfaction of Claims, £2,469,622. 
J. Moncrrzrr Witson, General Manager. 
T. Watton Taomson, Sub-Manager, 
J. K. Ruwrorp, Secretary in London. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
4 COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital subseribed amount to upwards of 
£1,500,000 sterling. 
Chairman—James Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith-build 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Pemperton, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor 
44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
The Directors iavite attention to the new form of Life Policy, which 
is free from all conditions. 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent. 
Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balance 
sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 
FRANK M'GEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


EDE AND 50N 
ROBE MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To He Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c, 

SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUREN’S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS, SC. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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WAUKENPHAST. 


BOOTS FOR LADIES, and Cheapest House for Boys’ Boots. 
“Not a hindrance but a help to walking.” 


59, 60, 61, HAYMAREET, LADO. S.W. 


= H. GRIFFITHS & GO. 
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THE 
“COCKBURN” JUDICATURE CASE. 


The above cases are made to hold Foolscap forms, as directed to be 
used by Rule 56 of the new Judicature Act, and sre the most con- 
venient for that purpo-e hitherto offered to the Profe sion. Made in 
the best man«er, of strong block tin, japanned and polished: they are 
far more durable than those constructed of wood, and less expensive. 

SIZE No. 1.— 18gin. by 14$in. id a4 . 
With folding doors and twelve shelves.. 0 
Do., with fall front, in lieu of folding doors . a. 6 








SIZE No. 2.—18}in. by 14}in. by 17in. 
With folding coors fitted with pened sala anartoatite : 10 6 
Do., with fall ‘ront ...... 7 6 
fitted with patent le che, Hobbs or “Netitletold’s, ‘bs. 4a, extra 
Chabli’g 16s. 





C. H. GRIFFITHS & CO., 43 and 45, Cannon-street, E.C. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
LAW, PARLIAMENTARY, AND 
GENERAL PRINTERS, 


CHANCERY BUILDINGS, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


Every description of prioting executed with the utmost speed 
and upon reasonable terms, 


A Liberal Discount for Cash. 


Temporary entrance to Y. & A.’s Works by 
Breams Buildings, Chancery Lane, during the 
building of the frontage. 
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LIEBIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


FINEST MEAT-FLAVOURING STOCK FOR SOUPS, MA 
DISHES, AND SAUCES, a 


LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


CAUTION,—Genuine only with the fae-simile of Baron 
Liebig’s Signature in Biue Ink across Label, 


UEBIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


The Medical Protesion for over Forty Years have approved ot this pure 
solution a4 the best remedy for 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH HEARTBURN, HEADACHE, GOUT 
and INDIGESTION, ' 


Aol as the safest Agent for MP Constitations, Ladies, 


DINNEFORD’S. "MAGNESIA. 


LARGEST SALE IN LONDON. 





| 





FIVE MILES AN HOUR EASY. 
(REGISTERED TRADE MARK. 





| LAW COPY! NG "OFFICE, 


75, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


NO CHARGE FOR PAPER. 
DOCUMENTS COPIED 1d. per folio, Engrossed 
PLANS COPIED. 

LAW and GENERAL PRINTING. 

LAW and GENERAL LITHOGRAPHY. 

LAW and GENERAL STATIONERY. 
PARCHMENT .—Indentures ruled and red lined 


for 15, 20, and 30 folios, 24s. dozen ; Followers, 22s, dozen. 
ACCOUNT BOOKS of Every Description. 
DIE SINKING and STAMPING. 
COPYING and LEVER PRESSES. 


EDWARD TANN, 


75, CHANCERY LANE, & 308, HIGH HOLBORE. 
Samples forwarded. Estimates given. 


BRAND AND CO’S OWN SAUCE, 
GOUPS, FRESERVED PROVISIONS 
‘Y 0x AND GAME PIES for YACHTING; al 
{SS2NCE OF BEEF, BEEF TEA 
_ SOUP, AND JELLY, and othe 
PEO OLALITINS tor i1NVALIDS. 




















~ CAUTION: -—BEWARE or IMITATIONS. 





ole Addr 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 
\ 4 ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION 


BAKER-STREET.—On View, vortrait Models of KING 
ALFONSO XII. and VICYOR EMMANUEL, the Duke and Duchess of 
EDINBURGH, the EMPEROR OF RUSSIA, the SHAH of PERSIA, 
Sir SAMUEL BAKER, the late Dr. LIVINGSTONE, Mr.H. M. STAB- 
LEY, Kev. H. WARD BEECHER, Sir — WOLSELEY, 
MARSHAL McMAHON, MARSHAL ee M. THIERS, the 
late CHARLES DICKENS, and Dr. KENEALY, M. P. Also superd 
and costly Court Dresses; the complete line %e British Monarchs, 
from William the Conqueror to Queen Victoria; and over 300 Portrait 
Models of Celebrated and Distinguished Characters, Admission, Is, 
Children under twelve, 6d, Extra room, 6d, Open from 10 u.m.ti 
10 p.m. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—THE SIEGE OF 
TROY has been reproduced, with new Scenery and Effects; 
rendered ae. Lin Raywe, supported by an efficient br —THE 
CHEMISTRY OF THE 8UN, by Prov. Perren.—OLAY AND THE 
POTTER, by Paor. Ganpwer.—MODERN GUNS AND PROJECTILES, 
by Mr. J. L. Kina, —CLEOPATRA’S NEEDLE, by Mr. W. R. Mar— 
BULGARIA, uy E. Wirxre. — DR. SAMUEL JOHNSON AND 
HIS FRIENDS, by Dr. Avetino.—THE TELEPHONE, THE OXY- 
HYDROGEN MICROSCOPE, and TORPEDOES, by Mr, Kina, —HAY- 
LING ISLAND, WHERE vy 18 AND ALL ABOUT IT, by Mr. J. L. 
Kina.—Admission to the whole, I#,; schools and Children under 10, 6d. 
Reserved Stalie (including admission), 28. 6d. Open at la and 7. 
Carriages at 5 and 10, 











VAUDEVILLE. 

THIS EVENING, at 7.30, A WHIRLIGIG, At 8, OUR BOYS. 
Conciuding with A FEARFUL FOG, Messrs, William Farrer, 
Thomas Thorne, Bernard, C. W. Garthorne, David James ; Mesdames 
Hollingshead, Kate Bishop, Cicely Richards, Sophie jLarkin, &c. 


OLYMPIC THEATRE. 

THIS EVENING, at $.15, BELPHEGOR. Menara, Mockton, G. Ww. 
Anson, Vorbves, sberteon,. Pateman, Yarnold, ogy Way 
Bauer, Eiwood, and Henry Neville ; Misses Stan! ton, May, 
Kimbault, Batio Ryan, and Leighton, At 7. itis LITTLE 
VIXENS. Mr, Pateman, Miss Staniey, 
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